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LESSONS FROM THE LIFE OF The Lure of Church Union 


“BAD” BISHOP BROWN 


Reflections on the Statementarian Controversy 
On the Anniversary of the Ft. Wayne “Agree- 
ment” of the Presidium of the Missouri 
Synod with Representatives of the 


The titles of two succeeding books by Bish- 
op Brown, The Crucial Race Question, and 
The Level Plan for Church Union, indicate 
what sort of turn his interests next took. Com- 
plaining about the “attitude” of his episcopal 
Signers of the Chicago brethren in their relation to other churches, 
“Statement” and explaining the title, purpose, and scope of 


his last-named book, Bishop Brown. stated: 
THE LIFE OF WILLIAM “It might be all right, I said, for us to believe 


MO.iTGOMERY BROWN 


Here is the story of William Montgomery 
Brown: 

Born in 1855, of poor parents, Wm. Mont- 
gomery Brown became a war orphan of the 
Civil War. Through the benefactions of kind 
and sympathetic friends, the daughter of one 
of whom he married, he became a minister of 
the Protestant Episcopal Church. He was 
singularly successful in gaining converts and 
organizing new “missions” or congregations 
for ' 1s denomination. Because of this fact, he 
was called on to give a course of seminary lec- 
tures. These were later put together in a book, 
called The Church for Americans, the Protes- 
tant Episcopal Church being meant. The book 
was an immediate success and ran through 
nineteen editions. It was distributed through- 
out the various dioceses of the Episcopal 
Church. Asa result, Brown was elected Bish- 
op of the See of Arkansas. 


achieve church union, 


that we were superior, but if we had any real 
superiority we had better not mention it to the 
other churches. If we do, I said, we will not 
for the simple reason 
that they will not unite. Let us keep our su- 
periority right where it is, I urged them; then, 
after we have effected church union, let us use 
it to raise the whole mass up to our standard. 
But if we are going to propose union, let us 
make the proposals as equals, not as superiors 
talking down to them. If we are going to have 
church union, we must have it on the level.” 
(My Heresy, p. 47f.) 


How He Became “The Bad Bishop” 


Bishop Brown’s Level Plan for Church Un- 
ion met with a storm of opposition in his own 
church. In the midst of the storm his health 
broke down. This brought about his tem- 
porary retirement, in 1912. During his enforced 
idleness, the bishop became disturbed over the 
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outbreak of the First World War, and social 
and economic questions incident to it. He 
read, first Charles Darwin and then Karl 
Marx, as the latest that “science” had to offer 
on the problems that vexed him. Through the 
philosopy of these two arch—infidels his own 
view of life became completely changed. “Dar- 
win was now my Old Testament,” he himself 
says, and “Marx my New.” (My Heresy, p. 
67.) In 1920 he published his newly acquired 
views in a book bearing the title Communism 
and Christianism. [low far he went in his de- 
nial of the faith which he had once professed 
can be seen from the cover and title page of 
this book. There one finds imprinted in bold 
type the slogan “Banish the Gods from the 
skies and Capitalists from the Earth and Make 
the world safe for Industrial Communism”. 
Opposite the title page there appears a picture 
of the author in clerical garl adorned with the 
bishop’s cross, and beneath it is the self-styled 
inscription “Episcopus in partibus Bolshevik- 
ium et Infidelium”—Bishop on behalf of Bol- 


sheviks and Infidels. No wonder that Brown 
became known as “The Bad Bishop”! 


Wearing a Cross and Talking Like the Devil 


“Did you ever hear him?,” we were once 
asked by the manager of a radical bookstore in 
Chicago. “I once presided as chairman at a 
meeting in which the bad bishop spoke,” he 
went on to say; and then, with a gleeful, fiend- 
ish chuckle, he concluded: “He wore a big 
cross, and talked like the devil!” ‘This strik- 
ing characterization is perhaps the most fitting 
that anyone could offer to describe the later 
life and work of Bad Bishop Brown. 


The Outcome of It All 


In 1024--in the same church (Trinity, in 
Cleveland, Ohio) in which he had once been 
baptized, confirmed, consecrated to the minis- 
trv, and ordained a bishop a quarter of a cen- 
tury before—the bad bishop went on trial for 
heresy. He was ultimately deposed, but not 
before he had done endless harm in his church, 
and even then not without a long struggle. 
This struggle revealed how widespread doc- 
trinal corruption had become in the piscopal 
Church. It made daily headlines for a long 
time in the secular press, to the everlasting 
shame of his church and, no doubt to the seri- 
ous hurt of all churches. 

That in brief, is the story of Bad Bishop 
Brown. 


Should We Learn From Others? 


The case of this bad bishop offers some in- 
structive and timely lessons, particularly also 
for us who are of the Lutheran Church-—Mis- 
souri Synod today. We wish to point out a few 
of these lessons at this time. 


Lesson No, 1 


“LET HIM THAT THINKETH HE 
STANDETH TAKE HEED LEST 
HE FALL!’—1 COR. 10, 12. 

The first lesson that’ the life of Bad Bishop 
Brown teaches is this: the fact that a person 
has been entrusted with one of the highest po- 
sitions that a church can offer and the further 
fact that such a one may in the past have so 
discharged the duties of his office as to have 
become recognized as a pillar of his church is 
by no means a guarantee against subsequent 
defection from the teachings of that church. 
On the contrary; such defection cannot only 
come, but it can be surprisingly sudden and 
complete. 

In the case of Bad Bishop Brown, to cite his 
own words, as given in a thumbnail autobiog- 
raphical sketch which appears on the flyleaf 
of his book, My Heresy, “Tis transformation 
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was sudden and dramatic. Through the study 
of Darwin, then of Marx, the most orthodox 
bishop in America became, almost over-night, 
the world’s most extreme heretic.” 

What a lesson! 

Only the grace of God, constantly working 
through the word of the Gospel, can keep a 
teacher of the Church faithful to its teachings; 
only a faith which daily clings unwaveringly 
to that grace can enjoy the certainty of con- 
tinued steadfastness in the truth. The false 
slogan “once in grace -— always in grace” is 
a lie of the devil, coined in hell, by which souls 
are lulled into a carnal security the end of 
which is death: and this applies to teachers of 
the Church as well as it does to any one else. 


The Warning Voice of History 


We sav that no position of eminence in the 
Church can in itself keep a man from falling a 
prey to error and becoming one of its very 
champions. On the contrary, the whole his- 
tory of the Church shows that whenever a 
church body became doctrinally corrupt, such 
corruption usually began at the top. It began 
with its teachers, and more often than not, 
with some of its foremost ones. It began with 
teachers at its seminaries and other notables 
among its acknowledged leaders. 


It was thus in the church of the Reforma- 
tion in the case of Melanchthon, the great- 
est co-laborer of Luther. And it was at the 
University of Wittenberg, the very institution 
at which the great Reformer of the church so 
signally labored, that, soon after his death, 
there arose that multitude of errors which 
sorely divided the Church of Luther until the 
days of the Formula of Concord. And then it 
was in spite of such leaders that unity and 
peace were restored again, under God, through 
the labors of men from among the common 
ranks of the church’s pastors, with the help of 
a devoted laity. 


The Most Natural Thing on Earth 


And what could in the very nature of the 
case be more natural than that false teaching 
in a church should originate among its teach- 
ers! Who but its teachers should be expected 
to be teaching error if it is being taught at 
all? (Cp. Acts 20,30.) 


Two Timely Cautions 


The sainted Dr. F. Pieper, used to remind 
us that a false hesitancy to attack the errors of 
teachers who were perhaps once rightly re- 
vered is one of the most common and effectual 
factors in dooming the spiritual life of church- 
es to destruction. That is a simple fact too of- 


» 


ten overlooked, though to ignore it means 
death and doom. And Vice-President Grue- 
ber warned us of the Missouri Synod at the It. 
Wayne convention in 1941; “We must watch 
our seminaries!’ Reflecting on the sudden- 
ness with which false teaching can and does 
make its appearance in a church, he spoke of 
it as the work of fifth columnists, These, he 
pointed out, rise up as suddenly from within 
our own ranks, as others from without, like 
parachutists, unexpectedly descend upon us out 
of the skies, as though from nowhere. 


The Beginning of Division in the Missouri Synod 


Well known columnists have now for too 
long a time already been permitted to do the 
work of fifth columnists among us, meaning 
the Missouri Synod in particuiar, This has 
been true especially of such an official organ 
of our church ag the Lutheran Witness, which 
is edited by a committee of the faculty of our 
Concordia Theological Seminary in St. Louis. 

Let us briefly trace the opposition of this of- 
ficial “‘voice” of our church to the resolutions 
of its conventions. 


1929 


During the years preceding 1929, intersyn- 
odical committees had compiled the Chicago 
Theses with a view to “union” between the 
Missouri Synod and the synods now constitu- 
ing the American Lutheran Church. The “un- 
ion” committee stated at the convention in 192) 
that these theses were now before the synod 
for acceptance or rejection. A specially ap- 
pointed Examining Committee, whose business 
it had been to study both the theses and criti- 
cisms of them voiced by conferences and con- 
gregations, reported to Synod that it was “a 
hopeless undertaking to make these theses un- 
objectionable from the view of pure doctrine.” 
The convention floor committee, of which Dr. 
F. Pieper was chairman, recommended that the 
theses be not accepted, which recommendation 
was adopted. (Cp. Proceedings, 1929.) In short, 
in the words of the Lutheran Witness, these 
theses “were rejected by our synod.” (L. W., 
Vol. LXV, p. 394.) 


Nevertheless, the leading spirit of the edi- 
torial staff of the Lutheran Witness, who had 
had a hand in compiling the Chicago Theses, 
continued to defend them as a perfectly good 
document for fellowship between the church 
bodies in question. He has tried to pass off 
their rejection by saying “the time was not ripe 
when they came before our synod,” and he 
has tried to make out that “they were ratified 
in every point through the adoption of the St. 
Louis Resolution on Union in 1938.” (Cp. 


‘ 
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Journal of Theology, Nov. 1041, p. 899.) 
Thus the Missouri Synod became a house of- 

icially and openly divided against itself. 

fictally 1 openly divided against itself 


1938 


Again, when the St. Louis Resolutions ot 
1938 were adopted by a Missouri Synod con- 
vention as a doctrinal basis for future fellow- 
ship between the Missouri Synod and_ the 
American Lutheran church, they were, as they 
read, evidently not liberal enough for the edi- 
torial staff of the Lutheran Witness. [*or the 
Lutheran Witness openly declared its disa- 
greement with those resolutions as they read 
in their official text. And it proceeded, by 
way of “interpretation,” to disseminate propa- 
ganda fer a more liberal position than that 
represented by those resolutions. (Cp. L. W., 
1O4O, p. 421: 2756; 223; ete.) 


1947 


Finally, the Missouri Synod at its Centen- 
nial convention in 1947 declared that the 1938 
resolutions shall no longer be considered as a 
basis for the purpose of establishing fellowship 
with the A. L. C. This was done because 
among other things wide divergence of opinion 
concerning them “indicates that there is not 


sufficient clarity regarding their true meaning, 


which fact has made their usefulness as a basis 
for future fellowship doubtful.’ (Cp. Proceed- 
ings, 1947, p. 510.) After the settlement of this 
issue, the leading spirit of the editorial staff of 
the Lutheran Witness requested of the chair 
the privilege to make a statement in behalf of 
that organ. This statement seemed to be cal- 
culated to be the last word on the subject on 
which debate had just been concluded at that 
convention. It was clearly meant to salvage 
the position of the Lutheran Witness with re- 
gard to the usefulness of the St. Louis resolu- 
tions of 1938 as a doctrinal basis for fellowship 
after all, despite the decision of the convention 
to the contrary which had just been adopted. 


‘The Statement of Dr. Theo. Graebner to which 


we refer was somewhat to the effect that the 
resolution which had just been passed, setting 
aside the doctrinal basis for future fellowship 
with the American Lutheran Church contained 
in the St. Louis Resolutions of 1938, in no wise 
reflected on the doctrine contained in that 
basis as it had been defended by the Lutheran 
Witness. Dr. Behnken, acting as Chairman, 
felt the necessitv of immediately countering 
with evident indignation: We have acted on the 
St. Louis Resolutions as they were adopted in 
1938, not as they were doctored up later 
on! This was actually the last word on the 


‘subject at the centennial convention. 


Unionistic Policy of LUTHERAN WITNESS 
Continues Unabated 


Thus it was made clear that the trouble. 
some resolutions of 1938, as they had been 
adopted and as they read, were scrapped by 
Missouri, let alone that their doctrine should 
stand as it had been doctored up by the Luth- 
eran Witness. In the doctored version of these 
resolutions for which the Lutheran Witness 
has stood all of these years, “need not” be di- 
visive became “are not divisive.” Nonfunda- 
mental doctrines became open questions. And 
thus there are endless other liberalizations of 
the once officially declared but now withdrawn 
position of Synod. 

Vhat there has been no change in the posi- 
tion of the Lutheran Witness since the Centen- 
nial Convention so far as its unionistic policy 
ix concerned anyone can see by glancing at its 
pages. 


Enter the Statementarians! 


But worse than that. Alarmed by the oppo- 
sition with which their own views had met in 
our church, especially since its Saginaw Con- 
vention, three members of the Lutheran Wit- 
ness staff and two additional professors of our 
St. Louis theological seminary already in 1945 
combined with 39 other dissatisfied members of 
our clergy publicly to declare their “mature 
convictions” in a document known as the Chi- 
cago “Statement.” This document was sent 
to the several thousand ministers making up 
the clergy of our church, and it was soon pub- 
lished in various organs also. It deplores ac- 
cepted principles, practices, and doctrines of 
our church. And thus it has inflamed the con- 
troversy which had already existed among us 
into a conflagration of the widest proportions. 


Added Fuel on The Fire 


Fuel was added to the fire by the publica- 
tion of a brochure on “Prayer Fellowship” by 
Dr. Theo. Graebner, not to mention an earlier 
pamphlet called “The [Historic Lutheran Posi- 
tion in Non-Fundamentals,” by the same auth- 
or. Both of these publications advocate seri- 
ous aberrations from the truth. 


The Critical Situation That Confronts Us Now 


Thus, as in the case of Bad Bishop Brown 
in the Episcopal Church, there exists within 
our church today open defection from its of- 
ficially confessed doctrinal position on the part 
of some gf its teachers who have been entrust~ 
ed with the highest and most responsible posi- 
tions that a synod can offer; defection which 
has long ago infected others and which indeed 
has spread to alarming proportions. This con~ 
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stitutes a situation which threatens the loss of 
our whole evangelical heritage of TRUTH— 
divine truth which alone has made us free from 
error and which alone can keep us free from it 
and from all its dreadful consequences. 


Call for Action 


What are you who are a member of the Mis- 
souri Synod going to do about this situation at 
this late date? 

Consider the lesson that the case of the Bad 
Bishop Brown teaches us in such a matter! 


Lesson No. 2 


“AVOID PROFANE AND VAIN BAB- 
BLINGS, AND OPPOSITIONS OF 
SCIENCE FALSELY SO CALLED!" 

I TIM, 6, 20. 

The second lesson that the case of Bad Bish- 
op Brown forces upon us is that defection of 
confessed churchmen from the teachings of 
their fellowship results from a false conception 
of the purpose of the Church. It results from 
confusing the work of the Church with the 
principles of a mere worldly social science, the 
aim of which is to make ' THIS WORLD AS 
SUCH “a better place to live in.” 


The Real Business of the Church 


The real business of the Church is the gath- 
ering of God’s elect from out of the ever more 
corrupt mass of humanity unto a life that the 
world as such cannot know. The Lord has en- 
trusted to His Church the great commission of 
making disciples of the nations by the preach- 
ing of repentance and the remission of sins. He 
has given to it the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven. The faith which His Holy Spirit 
works in the hearts of those whom He calls 
by the Gospel inevitably results in genuinely 
Christian works such as the world can in no 
case produce. 

In the measure in which a church acts in ac- 
cordance with its divine instructions it per- 
forms its business and its only God-given busi- 
ness on earth. Its real object is soul security ; 
not mere social security. In the very midst of 
the conflict and turmoil of this world of sin it 
proclaims a peace that the world cannot give. 

The preaching of the Gospel is foolishness 
to the world. The Church cannot expect an 
unbelieving world as such to accept its mes- 
sage of salvation nor to know its way of life. 
Much less can it look to an unbelieving world’s 
science for the solution of life’s fundamental ill, 
sin, upon which every other ill of life rests. 


The Great Delusion of Leading Churchmen 


Leading churchmen quite frequently do not 


seem to believe that the world is as increasing- 
ly evil as the Scriptures have portrayed it. And 
they do not believe that the Cross, which is the 
wisdom of God and the power of God unto sal- 
vation to everyone that believes, is actually the 
greatest offense to the world that there possi- 
bly could be. They entertain the dream, so ac- 
ceptable to human flesh, of a world that does 
not actually hate the Church and that must 
somehow be capable of getting better and bet- 
ter all the time. 

Social disturbances, such as wars and ru- 
mors of war, with all of their accompanying 
evils, come as a rude shock to such churchmen. 
They serve at least to half awaken them to the 
stark reality of things. In their alarm such 
churchmen become impatient with the appar- 
ently slow progress which the Gospel seems 
to make when it is preached in the divinely or- 
dered way—the way of repentance and remis- 
sion of sin. They complain that this merely 
lifts individuals here and there from out of the 
corrupt mass of humanity, putting their feet 
upon the solid rock of the atonement with God 
that is in Christ and leading them to glorify 
God by “isolated” Christian lives. 

This is not enough for socialistically in- 
clined churchmen, They insist that human 
society as such can and must be capable 
of constant moral improvement without 
being converted in the genuine Christian sense. 
In their vain conceit, in which they evidently 
imagine their wisdom to be greater than that 
which God has revealed to us, they set out to 
accomplish just such an end. Thus their aims 
become social. They turn to social science for 
the answer to what they regard as life’s fun- 
damental problems. They insist that the 
Church exists for the express purpose of lend- 
ing itself to the realization of just such a pro- 
gram as they have envisioned and that church- 
es everywhere should unite unto that end. Thus 
their former religious principles, assuming 
that they may have had such, become warped 
and crowded out of their lives. 


What a False Social “Science” Can Do 


Just such was the experience of Bad Bishop 
Brown. Already falsely alarmed over such 
questions as those of race and church union, 
as we have seen, Bishop Brown became “ter- 
ribly upset” when the First World War broke 
out. He was disturbed by questions of its so- 
cial, political, and economic implications. (My 
Heresy, p. 64.) Despairing of the Gospel’s be- 
ing able to accomplish its purpose as he’ now 
misconceived it, he sought in Socialism the 
answers to the questions that plagued his soul. 
Me made the revealing confession concerning 
the “scientists” whose works he consulted: 
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“They did not provide me with the social con- 
cept that I lacked. What they did, mostly, 
was to destroy the concepts I had.” (P. 38.) 
And so, while he remained bishop, Wm. Mont- 
gomery Brown threw his former religion over- 
board. And what he now believed, or rather 
what he did not believe, that he felt he must 
preach to others. Thus his work of destruction 
replaced in his church the outstanding con- 
structive work he had formerly done on its be- 


half. 


The General Blueprint of all Church Socialists 


[tow many churchmen, precisely also among 
its avowed leaders, reflect an experience akin 
to that of Bishop Brown’s! 

Such churchmen (we call them church so- 
cialists for want of a better name) mistakenly 
view the Church as a social institution. They 
believe that it can best impress the world as a 
mighty external force. They are confident that 
the Church can make a powerful impact. upon 
the world by its sheer numbers. ‘fo this end 
they declare that churches should unite. 
sunply declaring doctrinal differences “non- 
divisive.” Worldly governments, social agen- 
cles, management and labor, they fondly dream, 
will have to do the Church’s bidding, Thus 
what they regard as “Christian principles” 
(some sort of law) can be applied to the lives 
of men everywhere. An earthly utopia of one 
kind or another is expected as a final result. 
Indeed, most church socialists hope for an ac- 
tual millennium. But we shall not enter upon 
a discussion of this unscriptural, silly end of 
their enthusiastic dreams. 


The Crassest Kind of Legalism . 


The principles of such church socialists as 
we have described represent the crassest kind 
of legalism, if they are even worthy of that 
name. For, aside from all else, they represent 
an effort to accomplish by LAW (if not by 
mere human laws) what can actually be ac- 
complished only by the orderly preaching of 
the Gospel, if it is to be accomplished at all. 


An Earthly Paradise? 


Worse still, what church socialists hope to 
accomplish is contrary to what the Lord of the 
Church has told us even the preaching of the 


’ Gospel will accomplish. It is an idle dream. 


an impossible short-cut to paradise, and to a 
mere, unrealizable earthly one at that. 


The Tragic Bias of Unionists 


But the worst of all of this is that while the 
world itself cannot be gained by such preach- 
ing, churches are destroyed by it. They be- 
come mere worldly, humanitarian institutions. 


Yet church socialists cling most tenaciously to 
such preaching. Despite a constant theme 
song of “love”, they despise all who will nor 
share their great illusion, and they always have 
a great array of bitter words of reproach In 
ready store for them. Above all else, they im- 
pugn their motives by denouncing them as 
“loveless.” 


The Destructive Principles of Statementarians 


How much havoc has been wrought, how 
much is being wrought today also in Luther- 
an churches, by church socialists and unionists 
relatively few of its members may perhaps be 
immediately ready to believe. 

Consider the destructive work of the State- 
mentarians within the Missouri Synod. In 
their alarm over what they speak of as “this 
erucial hour in the time of man,’ and in their 
evident zeal for a false union of Lyutheray 
churches (if not of others also), they have 
above all else denied the plain meaning of Ro- 
mans 16, 17f as it reads in the clear words of 
Holy Scripture. And they have in line with 
this denial made the bold assertion that theré 
are details of doctrine which have never been 
considered divisive in the Lutheran Church! 


Statementarians themselves have admitted 
that their position with regard to Romans 16, 
17£ as documented in Thesis V of their “State> 
ment” is wholly negative. They have merely 
denied what has always been affirmed within 
the Missouri Synod, without so much as ats 
tempting to put anything positive in its place. 
We quote: “Concerning the proper interpre~ 
tation of Romans 16, 17. 18, the thesis should 
be read for what it says. It should be noted 
that no definite exegesis of Romans, 16, 17.18 
is attempted. The proposition merely says 
that in the view of the Signers the passage 
does not apply to every Christian who differs 
with us in points of doctrine.” They admit “the 
elimination of Romans 16, 17. 18 from the con- 
sideration of the problem of Lutheran unity” 
on their part. (Speaking the Truth in Love, 
p. 5: our emphasis.) Thus the Statementari- 
ans have merely provided room for various 
(nis)interpretations of Romans 16, 17. 18. As 
a matter of fact, individual Signers, notably 
Drs. Theo. Graebner and Wm. Arndt, but also 
others, have publicly committed themselves to 
mutally conflicting misinterpretations of this 
passage, each of which contradicts the clear 
doctrine of Scripture. 


What to Do with the Denials of Statementarians 
What shall we say, what do, over against 
such unevangelical corruption of the Scriptural 
doctrine of Church Fellowship in our midst? 
This is what we shall do. While others vain- 
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ly look for worldly greatness on the part of the 
Church and contradict the plain words of Holy 
Scripture in trying to achieve it, we shall on 
the basis of those very words continue to be- 
lieve that the Church and everyone of its mem- 
bers will in this world remain under the af- 
fliction of the Cross until the end of time. But 
we shall possess our souls-in patience as we 
take comfort each day from God’s Holy Word. 
We believe that our glorified, ascended Lord 
even now sits at the right hand of God the 
Father Almighty, and that He is leading us 
safely all the while. We believe that He is ov- 
erruling all of the evil of the world for the 
final good of His Church. And we believe that 
He will come soon, suddenly, and visthly in all 
of His heavenly glory to judge the word in 
righteousness and to consummate the redemp- 
tion of His Church in eternal heavenly bliss. 

Over against the idle dreams of church so- 
cialists, “this Gospel of the kingdom shall be 
preached in all the world for a witness unto all 
nations; and then shall the end come.” (Mt. 
24, 14.) 

More immediately to the point, we shall by 
divine grace unwaveringly continue to reject 
the false teachings that have so boldly raised 
their head in our midst, to warn others against 
them, and to insist that our responsible officials 
at long last rid our corporate body of them. 

Let the case of Bad Bishop Brown be a warn- 
ing example to all of us also in this respect! 


Lesson No. 3 


“BY GOOD WORDS AND FAIR SPEECH- 
ES (THEY) DECEIVE THE HEARTS OF 
THE SIMPLE!’—Rom. 16, 18. 


A third lesson that the example of Bad Bish- 
op Brown drives home most forcibly is the fact 
that no matter how warped and liberalized the 
views of churchmen may become through as- 
pirations of social greatness, it does not lie in 
the nature of things that they should want to 
leave their church, whose teachings they no 
‘longer: fully share; their work rather becomes 
that of corrupting their church’s teachings so 
as to make them conform to their own denials 
of them. 

Concerning this matter Bishop Brown urged 
his adherents: “There is no need for leaving 
your church any more than there is for leav- 
ing your state.’ And he added: “During the 
short time which is for me” (he was 71 years 
old at the time), “before the night cometh in 
which no man can work, I shall remain in both 
as long as the powers that be allow it, and shall 
do what little I can to revolutionize them.” 
(Communism and Christianism, p. 27.) 
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The Downward Puil of Liberalism 


It is of the essence of liberalism to destroy. 
Its very nature is to pull down institutions and 
men to its own level. This can best be acconi- 
plished from within a church, rather than from 
without it. No wonder then that those who be- 
come victims of its deceptive power always 
feel the necessity of staying within the church 
which gave them the strategic positions that 
they hold, and of using these to gain adherents 
for their aberrations, In our study of church 
history we have not learned of a single instance 
where churchmen who became liberalized in 
their views have left their church of their own 
accord to join another one to which they more 
properly belonged. 


The Revolutionary Movement in Our Church 


Ilave those who are troubling our church 
today been an exception to this rule? Look at 
the Lutheran Witness, as it is being edited to- 
day, and you have your answer. The very doc- 
trines of the Church and of Church Fellowship 
have been corrupted by the Lutheran Witness 
in the interest of the unionism and liberalism 
for which it has come to stand, not to mention 
other teachings. 

Vhen look at the revolutionary manifesto 
of the Statementa.ians, as even their most 
sympathetic friends in more liberal Lutheran 
circles have dubbed their document. No less 
than ten times they formally state therein that 
they “deplore ’ certain teachings and practices. 
And what are these? Things which are 
most surely believed among us on_ the 
basis of the clear words of Holy Scripture, 
as they read, and which have been the teach- 
ing and the practice of the Missouri Synod 
during all of the one hundred years of its ex- 
istence! And what is it that they affirm? 
Teachings which are contrary to the clear word 
of Holy Scripture, the Lutheran Confessions, 
and the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Posi- 
tion of the Missouri Synod, recently reaffirmed 
at ils Centennial Convention. 


Day after day the false principles of the 
Statementarians are now being put into prac- 
tice in our fellowship. No time is being lost 
in the furtherance of their cause by every pos- 
sible means. In the meanwhile not so much as 
a word of public official censure or disapproval 
of unionistic practices that are advocated by 
them and that are going on comes to our at- 
tention. And the very discussion of the issues 
which are corrupting our church has been 
stifled all the while. Thus our fellowship is 
more and more being dragged down to the low 
level of liberalism. 
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What Are You Going to Do? 


Are you going to let this revolutionary work, 
this work of destruction go on? Are you even 
at this late hour going to do no more than 
weakly submit to a prescribed “agreement” 
merely to study the issues raised by these re- 
volutionaries in our church, on the basis of 
“theses” which at the time of this writing, that 
is after almost a year, have not yet made their 
promised appearance? Do you believe that the 
insistence that you continue to sample the 
poison of error while its work of destruction in 
our synod.cal body goes on is Scriptural and 
evangelical ? 

If not, what do you propose to do about the 
situation that confronts us? 

Consider the lesson of Bad Bishop Brown 
in this respect! 


Lesson No, 4 


“WE HAVE ALSO A MORE SURE WORD 
Ol PROPHECY !’—IT PET. 1, 19. 

A fourth lesson that the life of Bishop Brown 
exemplifies is the fact that liberal spirits in- 
variably insist that their views be tolerated in 
their church on the strength of a false plea 
that they believe what we believe, demanding 
only the right of different ‘interpretation.’ 

Bad Bishop Brown was no exception to this 
rule. When his trial was in the offing, he said: 
“The issue seemed clear to all of us. I was to 
be tried for heresy by a church which offi- 
cially recognized the Holy Scripture as its doc- 
trine. I believed in those Scriptures from cover 
to cover, if I were permitted to interpret them 
in my way.” (My Heresy, P. 96.) 

Even concerning Inspiration, the bad bishop 
had this to say: “People who superficially 
followed my so-called trial for heresy may 
have imagined that I denied the inspiration of 
the Holy Scripture. That is not the case. The 
fact is that I affirmed the inspiration of all 
Scriptures.” (p. xi.) When he goes on to ‘in- 
terpret’ the ‘inspiration of all Scriptures’ for 
which he stood, when he proceeds to explain 
his meaning of those words as he used them, 
we find quite another situation, of course; but 
then that is another story. The point is that 
the Bad Bishop did profess to believe in the 
inspiration of all Scriptures, demanding only 
the right of his own interpretation of these 
Biblical terms and of the Scriptures themselves. 
Like all liberals, he merely insisted on a false 
toleration of “difference in terminology.” 
This simply means that, contrary to Holy 
Scripture, (I Cor. 1, 10), we do not “all speak 
the same thing”, even while using identical 
words, such as “inspiration”, “Church”, “doc- 
trine”, etc., when defining our faith. 


“Private Interpretation” a False Prinicple 


We reject the false principle of private inter- 
pretation in the Church, “knowing this first 
that no prophecy of the Scripture is of any pri- 
vate interpretation. For the prophecy came 
not of old time by the will of man, but holy 
men of God spake as they were moved by the 
Holy Ghost.” (II Pet. 1,20 f.) The Holy Ghost 
meant to say and did say just one thing when 
He spoke any particular word of Scripture, not 
two or three things, or any number of them. 
His clear word will not suffer “interpretation” 
by the will of men. This principle has always 
heen rightly recognized by the Missouri Synod. 


The Battle-Cry of all Disruptive Spirits 


The falsely alleged “right” of private inter- 
pretation of Scripture in the Church has at all 
times been the battle-cry of disturbing, disrup- 
tive, divisive spirits whenever they have sought 
toleration of perversions of Holy Scripture. 


By Their Fruits Ye Shall Know Them! 


To go back no further, we know how this 
false principle, championed by the “different 
spirit’ of Zwingli, Calvin, and others, has di- 
vided Protestantism, bringing forth that mot- 
ley brood of sects known as the Reformed 
Church. We know how it has, alas, also cor- 
rupted and divided Lutherans down to our day. 

On the other hand, this same false principle 
of “private interpretation,” usurped by the 
pope, even to the point of claiming infallibility 
since 1870, has in the Church of Rome united 
the gravest and greatest number of errors un- 
der one external, totalitarian head. And Pro- 
testant sectarians, seeing the division wrought 
by their false principle in their own ranks, and 
jealously viewing the union of the papal church 
under a single head, seek to emulate it in one 
way or another instead of repenting of their 
false principle and returning to the ONE, UN- 
INTERPRETED WORD OF HOLY WRIT. 

The false principle of private interpretation 
simply works disastrously in both directions. It 
more and more disunites those who have been: 
one in their adherence to an uninterpreted 
Scripture; it unites those who are committed 
to false teaching, adding error to error. 


Consider the Leaven of Iowa in the 
American Lutheran Church! 


The false principle of “private interpreta- 
tion,” as conceived in the mind of Wm. Loehe, 
brought forth the lowa Synod in express oppo- 
sition to the Missouri Synod because the lat- 
ter body would not declare plain contradictions 
to clear Scripture non-divisive. 

On the other hand, this same false principle 
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enabled the Iowa Synod to incorporate itself 
in the American [utheran Church in 1930, to- 
gether with what remained of the little Buf- 
falo Synod and with the Ohio Synod, over 
which bodies its principle gained dominance. 
(The latter synod was once affiliated with 
Missouri in the Synodical Conference, but sep- 
arated from it because of false doctrine in its 
own midst.) This false principle at the same 
time enabled the American Lutheran Church 
to affiliate with still other churches, some of 
them more liberal than itself, in the American 
Lutheran Conference (embracing the Amert- 
can Lutheran Church, the Norwegian merger 
church, Danish Iutherans, the Swedish Augus- 
tana Svnod, and the Lutheran Free Church), 
and with the National Lutheran Council. (The 
latter fellowship includes the American Luth- 
eran Conference and the United Tutheran 
Church.) Yes, it has enabled the AT.C to help 
organize the Lutheran World Federation 
(1947) and to look forward to being a mem- 
ber of the World Council of Churches (1948), 
which will consist of all sorts of sects, 

The false Scripture principle championed by 
the American Tutheran Church leads Christ- 
jans to look upon the Bible as a dark book and 
contradicts Scripture at nearly every turn. It 
has engendered a false conception of the king- 
dom of Christ, and turned the hope of professed 
Christians upon mere earthly goals. It insists 
on toleration of “interpretations” which have 
brought forth false doctrines of Holy Scripture 
and of Salvation of the Church, of Christian 
Liberty (the Sunday Question), of an earthly 
millennium, and a host of others. 

With respect to all of the points named, the 
American Lutheran Church insists on tolera- 
tion of false teachings as an irremissible con- 
dition of fellowship with itself. 


And Now Missouri! 


And now this false principle of toleration of 
private “interpretation” of Holy Scripture has 
been introduced into the Missouri Synod, by 
the Lutheran Witness (Cp., ce. g., L. W., 1940, 
p. 186; 261; 275f); and it is championed today 
by the whole number of Statementarians and 
their fellow-travelers. 


The Latest Attack of Statementarians 


The latest attack of Statementarians has 
been directed against the “verbal” inspiration 
of Holy Seripture. 

In the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Po- 
sition of the Missouri Synod we declare that 
‘we teach also that the verbal inspiration of the 
Scriptures is not a ‘theological deduction,’ but 
that it is taught by direct statements of the 
Scripures, IT Tim 3, 16; John 10, 35; Rom. 3, 


2; 3 Cor. 2, 13." (Par. 1.) 

The verbal inspiration of Holy Scripture i 
denied by modernists in the American Luth- 
eran Church and in other churches of the Na- 
tional Tutheran Council, that is, the American 
Lutheran Conference and the United Lutheran 
Church, 

In an intersynodical “seminar” meeting with 
members of the National Lutheran Council at 
Pittsburgh on Oct. 21, 1947, Pastor F. W. 
Loose, an original Signer of “A Statement,” 
made it a point to announce that he did not 
represent the Missour] Synod but, that he was 
“from” the Missouri Synod. Indeed, he added: 
“T would not even give you the guarantee that 
everything T say will go uncontradicted in the 
Missouri Synod.” In this meeting he declared : 
“Regarding inspiration of Scripture, ‘verbal’ is 
not a Scriptural term and hence can be discard- 
ed if the substance is retained, as in the Pitts- 
burg Agreement” between the American Tuth- 
eran Church and the United T,utheran Church. 
(Cp. Confessional Lutheran, Dec., 1947, p. 123, 
124.) At a similar meeting in Cleveland on Oct. 
28 the same Signer of the Chicago Statement 
declared that we should “cut down the sharp- 
ness of the word ‘verbal’ and take away the 
vagneness of that word by arriving at some 
middle ground.” Again, as at Pittsburgh, he 
suggested to “drop the term” and adopt the 
position of the Pittsburgh Agreement which 
states that the use of the word ‘verbal’ does 
“harm”. At the same meeting Prof. Oswald 
Hoffmann. another original Signer of “A State- 
ment,” declared: “As soon as we question 
verbal’ inspiration, it is immediately assumed 
that we are attacking inspiration.” (Cp. Con- 
fessional Lutheran, Nov., 1947, p. 112.) 

Since this attack has been made by State- 
mentarians, we wish to call attention to the 
fact that in their “Statement”, issued in 1945, 
its Signers included no confession of Inspira- 
tion of any kind in their affirmation with re- 
spect to Holy Writ. 

We shall leave it to our readers to form their 
own conclusions regarding this attack of State- 
mentarians on ‘Verbal’ Inspiration and. shall 
make no further comment of our own concern- 
ing it at this time. 


The Relentless. Question 


We do, however, wish to ask everyone of 
our fellowship: What do vou propose to do 
about the whole matter of the introduction of 
the false principle of private interpretation of 
Scripture among Missourians? 

Remember here, too, the lesson of Bad Bish- 
op Brown! 
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Lesson No, 5 


“KNOW YE NOT THAT A. LITTLE 
LEAVEN LEAVENETH THE WHOLE 
LUMP ?’—I COR. 5. 6. 


One of the most forceful of all the lessons 
that the notorious case of Bad Bishop Brown 
teaches is the bane of unevangelical procras- 
tination in removing publicly proclaimed er- 
ror from the body of a Church. 

The case of the “bad bishop” was permitted 
to drag on for years, When it was finally re- 
luctantly brought to a head, Bishop Brown 
could report: “Ten bishops besides myself, 
I am glad to say, voted against deposition, The 
vote was eighty-six to eleven, which was far 
more than the necessary two-thirds majority 
required for my deposition. But after all there 
were eleven who had seen. A year before there 


had been only one — Wm. Montgomery 
Brown.” (My Heresy, p. 223.) 
Holy Scripture reminds us that a fittle 


leaven will leaven the whole lump; and the 
leaven of false teaching works unbelievably 
fast. The Lord has therefore admonished min- 
isters of his church in particular; “Shun pro- 
fane and vain babblings; for they will increase 
unto more ungodliness, and their word will eat 
as doth a canker.” (II Tim. 2, 16f.) The 
whole history of the Church bears out this 
truth. 

We of the Missouri Synod now have a 
dreadful example of this before us in what is 
happening to our own once lovely fellowship. 


The Initial Caution of the LUTHERAN WITNESS 


In 1939 Dr. Theo. Graebner confessed that 
the editorial staff of the Lutheran Witness still 
hesitated “to use any part of our official pa- 
pers for polemics against brethren.” In such 
a situation the American Lutheran with its 
vaunted “open forum” policy rendered “valu- 
able service” to Dr. Graebner without, as he 
supposed, “committing an entire synod to ev- 
ery detail of the argument” which he advanced 
in his polemics against brethren in current un- 
ion matters. (American Lutheran, Dec., 1939, 
p.7.) The columns of the American Lutheran 
were used by Dr. Graebner for his two first dia- 
tribes against brethren in his campaign for 
his own mistaken and militant views on “Luth- 
eran Union.” It was the publication of these 
two articles, by the way, that, together with 
one or two other factors precipitated the birth 
of the Confessional Lutheran, as we took pains 
to inform President Behnken in an open letter 
at that time, 


Hesitancy Thrown to The Winds 


After a few months, Dr. Graebner stated 
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that aside from two or three letters that could 
evidently be readily ignored “not a single 
criticism from the Missouri Synod” had reach- 
ed him, (American Lutheran, Feb., 1940, p. 
12.) During that time the actual force and ex- 
tent of conservative reaction from unofficial 
quarters to what was going on, however, be- 
came more and more apparent, while it re- 
mained generally unknown whether there was 
any official reaction at all, Then, already in 
May, 1940, the previous hesitation of the Luth- 
eran Witness staff to use the pages of our of- 
ficial paper for polemics against brethren was 
scrapped. For, beginning with the issue of 
May 28, 1940, such arguments for “Lutheran 
Union” as had been presented in the Ameri- 
can Lutheran were advanced in even greater 
detail in a lengthy series of installments on that 
subject, carefully signed by “The Editors” of 
the Lutheran Witness. Ever since that time 
this publication has literally been over-flowing 
with propaganda of this kind. 


The Eventual Test of Liberal Strength 


When the formal Chicago “Statement” fin- 
ally came in 1945, it was signed not merely by 
three Lutheran Witness editors, but by forty- 
four men, whose “mature convictions” it was 
said to contain and who felt themselves strong 
enough to publish their document over the pro- 
test of the Missouri Synod’s Presidium. A 
continuation Committee had been set up to car- 
ry on a lively campaign for additional Signers 
throughout the Missouri Synod. While a de- 
luge of evangelical pleas from all over Synod 
poured into the office of the presidium, ask- 
ing that the offense which was being given be 
removed, the campaign of the Statementarians 


_was perinitted to continue for a year and more. 


During this time the number of Signers, 
through strenuous effort, grew to 91, and 
eventually to 258. Statementarians have claim- 
ed an even greater number for themselves. 


What Shall the End Be? 


The end is not yet. Signers of the “State- 
ment” are going up and down the land, mak- 
ing propaganda for their wholly unretracted 
views; and they are by agreement with the 
Missouri Synod’s Presidium to be given even 
further opportunity to discuss the issues they 
have raised with brethren everywhere, while 
these have been told that such issues shall be- 
come “topics of special study” among them! 

What can the end of such a course be? 

Here, too, consider the case of Bad Bishop 
Brown! 


Lesson No. 6 
WHY ARE YE FEARFUL?”—Mt. 8. 26. 


THE 


‘There is a final lesson in the case of Bad 
Bishop Brown that dare not escape us. It is 
the fact that hesitancy on the part of a church’s 
responsible oriicialdom to put a prompt stop 
to notorious public error may stem from fear 
that proper evangelical action may reveal how 
alarming defection from the teachings of such 
a church has become. 


Bishop Brown revealed that in his case 
there were among his own fellow-bishops, 
whose business it was to sit in judgment upon 
his errors, those who were themselves com- 
mitted to defection from the teachings of their 
church, even though not in every case in the 
same manner and to the same degree as he. 
“Let the bishops draw up a statement of their 
supernaturalistic beliefs,’ he could therefore 
challenge them; and he felt safe in making the 
offer: “Tet them agree upon the particular su- 
pernatural doctrines an Episcopal clergyman 
must subseribe to literally, and I will either 
subscribe to that, I promised, or plead guilty 
to the charge of heresy and resign from the 
Church.” “he bishops refused,” he could tri- 
umphantly record. (My Heresy p. 91.) In- 
deed, the bishop made fun of the fact that when 
he was finally deposed from the sacred minis- 
try by his Episcopalian fellow-bishops, “many 
of the newspapers had it ‘the scared ministry,’ 
and the proof-rooms, for some reason or other, 
let it stand.” (P. 147.) 


When Evangelical Discipline Lags 


It can happen that the blessing of Issacher 
(Gen. 49, 14) comes to rest upon the responsi- 
ble officialdom of a church. It can happen and 
it does happen that the offices of those, or some 
of those, who are specifically charged with 
maintenance of corporate unity and purity of 
doctrine in a confessional fellowship become 
official bottlenecks; these then serve effectu- 
ally to block evangelical complaints of false 
teaching that threaten the life of such a fel- 
lowship, and they then, more than anything 
else, serve to defeat the very purpose for which 
they were established. In short, it can happen 
that there is ina fellowship no longer such 
evangelical discipline as there should be and 
as is needed to keep it and everyone of its 
meinbers true to its heritage. When that is the 
case, it becomes a church to ask whether this 
can be because its responsible officials fear 
that truest evangelical action will reveal, 
perhaps even in their own ranks, a confes- 
sional deterioration of such proportions as to 
he cause for greatest alarm. It then becomes 
a church also like one man to stand adamant, 
down to its last faithful member, and to sav: 
This situation shall not be continued even one 
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moment longer ! 


The. Statementarian Movement and the 
Presidium of the Missouri Synod 


It would lead us too far afield at this time 
to show how the Statementarian Movement 
has at each turn affected the Presidium of the 
Missouri Synod. One agreement after anoth- 
er was reached by the Statementarians with 
the Presidium in their effort to secure free dis- 
cussion of their false principles, with a view to 
their final dominance. Let it suffice just now 
to refer to the latest development in this re- 
spect as of the date of this writing. 


On Jan. 18, 1947, the President of the Muis- 
sourl Synod released a Letter. informing its 
clergy that sometime prior to that date an 
agreement had once again been arrived at by 
Representatives of the Signers of the Chicago 
“Statement” of Sept. 7, 1945, with our synodi- 
cal presidium. ‘This agreement, reached at Ft. 
Wayne, and known as the “Ft. Wayne Agree- 


ment,” provided in part that the issues raised 


by Statementarians may be studied ‘objective- 
ly’ by our pastors and congregations on the 
basis of theses to be prepared ‘under the aus- 
pices of? the President of Synod. The “State- 
ment” itself and its accompanying Letter, in 
which these issues were raised, were according 
to this agreement to be ‘withdrawn as a basis 
of discussion,’ which however ‘shall not be in- 
terpreted as a retraction.’ Similar information 
was published in the Lutheran Witness (Feb. 
11, 1947) so that it might possibly come direct- 
ly to the attention of all members of Synod. 


Why This Fatal Delay? 


Why is it that at the time of this writing, 
as we approach the anniversary of the latest 
agreement reached by the Signers with our 
synodical presidium, the theses agreed upon 
have not yet made their appearance? Why is it 
that we should all this while not be able to 
carry on discussion at all of the issues that 
are corrupting our fellowship, discussion of 
the kind to which the agreement of the presid- 
lum with the Signers would limit us having 
heen rendered impossible? Why is it that it 
has all this while been made impossible even 
so much as to study the issues involved in the 
controversy that is raging in our midst, as- 
suming that there are those who would at least 
at this late date catch up on this affair? 


The Road to Church Slavery 


Have not high-riding churchmen always 
projected themselves into power and fastened 
their death-grip on churches which chafe and 
strain under it when it is too late, precisely 
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through such a state of affairs? Is a church 
not on the way to enslavement when error has 
a holiday and testimony against It 18 supo 
pressed? Should not such a situation be re- 
sisted in its very beginnings? Why should we 
hope to escape the fate of other churches when 
the conditions which make for it already exist 
among us? Have we forgotten the warning 
words of Scripture: “Ye are bought with a 
price; be not ye the servants of men!” (1 Cor. 
74:23°) : 


What Should Have Been Done Long Ago 


The Chicago “Statement” of the “44” was 
drawn up as their solemnly subscribed mature 
convictions after a two-day meeting. Why 
should it now be so difficult simply and clearly 
to state the issues that have been raised by that 
document? Why should responsible officials 
not long ago already have been expected pub- 
licly to have declared themselves over against 
the Statementarians and to have said: Here 
is where our Synod stands; and here is where 
contrary error must be rejected! In short, 
should not the evangelical settlement of this 
controversy, which we have sought so long a 
time, be finally brought about? 

Surely, these remain some of the most per- 


tinent questions at the present stage of this 
controversy. : 


The Conclusion of the Whole Matter 

Remember Bishop Brown! 

bo we think that we are better than they 
upon whom the case of that bad bishop de- 
scended? Is there anyone who would suppose 
that we can for any length of time continue 
with impunity unevangelically to tolerate in 
our midst a leaven of error which has already 
been permitted to work too disastrously? I 
tell vou, nay: but except we repent, we shall 
all likewise perish! 


Let Us be Truly Evangelical! 


When error boldy rears its head in our 
midst, we will, if we are truly evangelical 
Christians and if we do not wish to be regard- 
ed as having fellowship with it, do three 
things: 

(1) We will declare ourselves free from er- 
ror, rejecting every departure from the clear 
Word of Holy Scripture, as disciples of Jesus 
Christ indeed, who mean to continue in the 
truth through which he has made us free from 
every bond of the kingdom of darkness; 

(2) We will, over against every public er- 
tor, take up the trumpet of God and blow an 
alarm of no uncertain sound to warn others, 
particularly those committed to our charge, 


and all of those who are of our own fellowship, 
never relaxing our efforts in this respect; — 

(3) We will, of course, also evangelically 
deal with errorists themselves so far as they 
are willing to be dealt with in the proper way, 
showing them the error of their way and its 
destruction, and endeavoring to win them from 
it. But when errorists stubbornly insist on re- 
maining committed to their error and persist 
in teaching and practicing its false principles, 
causing division and offense contrary to the 
doctrine of Holy Scripture, then nothing re- 
mains for us but to apply Romans 16, 17-20 to 
their case: to declare that they have forfeit- 
ed their confessional fellowship with us, and to 
avoid them. 


The Victory That Overcomes the World 


This is the Gospel in action. It is the grace 
and power of God working in our lives to the 
subduing of every evil thing under our feet. It 
is a demonstration of the fact that our faith is 
the victory that overcomes the world. 


Our Only Hope 


Only if our whole synod as such will by the 
grace of God thus use the power of the Gospel 


‘to rid itself of every error which the issues 


of the Statementarian Controversy have forced 
upon it, can it hope to remain a Christian 
church in the truest sense of the word. 


A Final Plea 


On the anniversary of the “Agreement” of 
the Missouri Synod’s Presidium and the Rep- 
resentatives of the Signers, by which, in the 
words of President Behnken himself “ nothing 
has been settled,” we make the following sug- 
gestion: Let members of our clergy and our 
congregations everywhere, with fervent pray- 
er to God, evangelically institute such action 
as will put a speedy and proper end to the 
shame and division which the Statementarian 
Controversy has brought upon our church! 


Fete B. 
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DOES THE MISSOURI SYNOD STAND 
ON ITS BRIEF STATEMENT? 


Is the Brief Statement a confession of the 
doctrinal stand of the Missouri Synod? There 
are men within our Synod who for some rea- 
son or another do not seem to be willing to ad- 
mit this obvious fact, and this in spite even of 
the action taken again in regard to this docu- 
ment by the Chicago convention in 1947. 

In a review of Prof. A. W. Baepler’s book 
“A Century of Progress” by Dr. W. G. Po- 
lack in the Concordia Theological Monthly 
(November, 1947, p. 875) we find this state- 
ment: “It might be well to include the Con- 
stitution of Synod (not By-laws) in the Ap- 
pendix in later editions. This would show the 
uninitiated reader that. the Missouri Synod’s 
doctrinal stand is on the Holy Scriptures and 
the Lutheran Confessions, and would clearly 
indicate that the Brief Statement, which is 
printed out in full, is not one of the Symbols 
of our Church.” 

In commenting upon this portion of Dr. Po- 
lack’s review, it should first of all be pointed 
out in defense of the book under review that 
Prof. Baepler nowhere gives the impression 
that the Brief Statement is viewed by our Sy- 
nod as one of the Lutheran Confessions. Even 
the uninitiated reader could find in this book 
no basis for the kind of false impression in- 
sinuated by the reviewer. Surely, Dr. Polack 
is also aware of this fact. 

However, we wish to comment especially 
upon the fact that the reviewer clearly implies 


that Synod does not take its doctrinal stand 
on the Brief Statement, basing his argument 
upon the fact that this document does not be- 
long to the Lutheran Confessions. But that 
reasoning is faulty. It is certainly correct to 
say with the reviewer “that the Missouri Sy- 
nod’s doctrinal stand is on the Holy Scrip- 
tures and the Lutheran Confessions”; but it 
is just as correct to say that our Synod’s stand 
is on the Holy Scriptures, the Lutheran Con- 
fessions, and the Brief Statement. Already in 
1932 Synod plainly said that it takes its doc- 
trinal stand on the Brief Statement. For in 
adopting this document it accepted it “as a 
brief Scriptural statement of the doctrinal po- 
sition of the Missouri Synod.” (See Proceed- 
ings of 1932, pp. 154. 155.) Again, in 1947, Sy- 
nod not only reaffirmed the Brief Statement in 
the words “that our Synod again declare that 
the Brief Statement correctly expresses its doc- 
trinal position,” but it also adopted the resalu- 
tion “that we advise Pastor McLaughlin that 
he give his congregation the assurance that 
Synod has again declared its doctrinal position 
by unanimously re-affirming its loyalty to the 
Holy Scriptures, the Lutheran Confessions, 
and the Brief Statement.” (See Proceedings 
of 1947, pp. 476. 524.) By means of these pro- 
nouncements Synod has plainly said what the 
reviewer has implied is not true: it has said 
that Synod takes its doctrinal stand also on the 
Brief Statement. 


By stating that its doctrinal stand is correct- 
ly expressed in the Brief Statement, Synod has 
declared to what extent it accepts the Holy 
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Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions. Oth- 
er Synods which also confess adherence ‘to the 
Word of God and the Lutheran Symbols have 
adopted additional doctrinal statements such 
as the Toledo Theses, the Madison Agreement, 
the Washington Declaration, the A. L. C. Dec- 
faration, the Minneapolis ‘Theses, and the 
Pittsburgh Agreement, and’ have thereby 
shown that it is only with certain limitations 
-or qualifications that they are willing to adhere 
to God’s. Word and the Lutheran Confessions. 
This is clearly indicated by the false doctrines 
that are found in several of these documents, 
as well as the ambiguous language and lack of 
anti-theses which characterize all of these doc- 
trinal statements. 4 


" The Brief Statement on the other hand, with 
its clear ‘ presentation of doctrine and with 
its anti-theses pointing like daggers at un- 
Scriptural doctrines taught and tolerated with- 
in Lutheranism—‘I’very sentence is a dagger 
directly pointed at some ‘error.’ These errors 
are often quoted in the very words of the op- 


ponents.” (Lutheran Witness, 1940, p. 201)— 
shows that ‘Missouri intends to adhere to God’s 
Word and the Lutheran Confessions without 
any limitations or qualifications whatsoever. 
The great importance therefore of this docu- 
ment as a confession of the Missouri Synod is 
that it indicates exactly where Missouri stands 
doctrinally in comparison with other Lutheran 
Synods which also claim adherence to the 
Scriptures and the Lutheran Symbols. It is 
for this reason that the Brief Statement is 


properly given the emphasis that it deserves 
in Prof. Baepler’s book. 


Since the Brief Statement is an official con- 
fession of the Missouri Synod, all teaching, 
preaching, and practice in Synod should be in 
full agreement with the doctrinal statements 
there made; for if it is not in agreement with 
the Brief Statement, then it isalso not in agree- 
ment with the Scripture and the Lutheran Con- 
fessions. An easy way to determine whether 
any teaching is in agreement with Article 2 of 
Synod’s Constitution is to compare it with the 
Brief Statement. Pastors of our Synod should 
therefore be encouraged to quote the 
Brief Statement as a faithful and true witness 
of what God’s word teaches, and as an official 
confession of Missouri's. doctrinal stand, He 
who disagrees with the Brief Statement, disa- 
grees with Missouri. 


Since the above facts ought to be self-evi- 
dent to any properly informed Missourian, it 
makes one’s heart ache to hear brethren in the 
ministry say that they have never studied this 
document, and to note what efforts are put 
forth at times by even leading men in Synod 
to: minimize its importance. It was a painful 
experience for the writer to have heard a: Mis« 
sourian ‘declare.on the floor of the Synodical 
Conference Convention that a return to the 
Brief Statement would be “a step backwards” 
for Missouri. eon ee 


It is significant that not a single voice was 
raiséd against the resoltition at Chicago which 
reaffirmed the Brief Statement as a confession 
of Missouri’s doctrinal stand) We would like 
to believe that no one there, whether a dele- 
gate or not, agreed to this action with mental 
reservations of any’ kind,” looking upon the 
passing of that resolution as a mere meaning- 
less gesture, In the end, of course, even this 
splendid resolution can bécome a meaningless 
gesture on the part of Missouri, if the present 
collapse of. doctrinal ‘and’ synodical discipline 
continues, and if the responsible officials and 
boards of Synod continue in their failure to deal 
with those whose doctrine or practice is in dis- 
agreement with the Brief Statement. 


“Finally, it might be added that the reviewer's 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 15 


suggestion that later editions of “A Century of 
Grace” might include the Constitution of Sy- 
nod in the Appendix has some merit. It would 
among other things reemphasize the following 
facts often overlooked or forgotten: 1) that in 
Art. 3 the passage Rom. 16.17 is applied also 
to Christian errorists, and 2) that in Art. 6 the 
“renunciation of unionism of every description” 
(our emphasis), inclusive of “taking part in the 
services and sacramentalrites of heterodox con- 
gregations or of congregations of mixed con- 
fession” is made a “condition for acquiring or 
holding membership in Synod.” 

Let Missouri not be satisfied with mere 
agreement to the Constitution and the Brief 
Statement on paper, but let it also take the di- 
vinely required steps in order that uniform 
teaching and practice again be found through- 
out Synod on the basis of these official docu- 


ments, 
A. T. Kretzmann. 


THE LATEST MOVE OF THE LUTHER- 
AN WITNESS IN. ITS DISAGREEMENT 
WITH THE OFFICIAL DOCTRINAL 
POSITION OF OUR SYNOD. 


In an article, entitled “The Unionist,” the 
Lutheran Witness’ (Dec. 30, 1947, p. 426f) de- 
clares that we must warn our people against 
unionists and unionism. Dr. Sommer writes. 
“Lutherans justly abhor unionism and con- 
demn the unionist. We Lutherans must warn 
our people against this dangerous, ruinous at- 
titude.” 

But while the Lutheran Witness thus con- 
demns certain unionists, it at the same time 
blandly makes propaganda for a doctrine of 
church fellowship (unionism is false fellow- 
ship) which is clearly not in agreement with 
the Scriptural position of the Brief Statement 
of the Doctrinal! Position of the Missouri Syn- 
od. 

The strenuous campaign of the Lutheran 
Witness to have the recently scrapped St. 
Louis Resolutions of 1938 upheld as a basis for 
fellowship with the American Lutheran 
Church, and other efforts have failed. There- 
fore the Lutheran Witness has now launched 
on a new tack in its propaganda concerning 
union among Lutherans. It now comes out 
with a new definition of the terms “unionism” 
and “unionists”? which would leave room for 
most of the unionism which has hitherto right- 
ly been ruled out of our fellowship, particular- 
ly by our Brief Statement. 


A “Peculiar” Definition of Unionism 


Dr. Sommer says, “We wish to speak of the 
words unionists and unionism as they are used 


in the Lutheran Church. In ihe Lutheran 
Church these words have a peculiar specific 
meaning. By unionist Lutherans mean those 
who consider the differences in doctrine which 
separate Lutherans from the Reformed as neg- 
ligible, try to hush up this controversy and 
thus bring about a union between these two 
churches,” 


Here the editor of the Lutheran Witness re- 
stricts his peculiar definition of unionists to 
such Lutherans as consider the differences in 
doctrine between the Iutherans and the Re- 
formed as negligible and try to bring about a 
union of these two churches. We ask: Why 
this restriction to the Reformed? The terms 
“unionist and “unionism” have been rightly 
applied by Lutherans to false union between 
Lutherans and Catholics (Melanchthon—In- 
terim.) Of this the Lutheran Witness now 
seems to be ignorant. It can be, and has been 
properly applied to union between certain 
Catholics and other Catholics, of whom there 
are various kinds; between Reformed and Re- 
formed (and it has been so applied by the 
Lutheran Witness in the past!); between 
Lutherans and Reformed; between Lutherans 
and Lutherans. 


The Lutheran Witness’ New Policy of 
“Mush! Hush!’ 


But even with his peculiar restriction laid 
down, the editor of the Lutheran Witness 
specifically warns against applying the term 
to one of another Lutheran Synod unless we 
know that he is an inveterate despiser of the 
truth and therefore tries to brush aside differ- 
ences of doctrine as if they are negligible. He 
writes, “However, let us be all the more care- 
ful not to apply the word unionist to one who 
belongs to another Lutheran synod,” (We ask: 
Why only one of another Lutheran synod? 
T.D.) “unless we know that he actually is an 
inveterate despiser of the truth and therefore 
tries to brush aside differences of doctrine as 
if they are negligible. Yea, even though in the 
opinion of some a Lutheran goes too far in this 
matter,” (our emphasis) “we have no right to 
call him a unionist and to accuse him of un- 
ionism. If the circumstances are considered, 
we mav find that the words of the Bible ap- 
plv: ‘Ifa man be overtaken by a fault. ye 
which are spiritual admonish such a one.’ ” In 
other words, if a man be overtaken in a (un- 
ionistic) ‘fault’, that is to say, if in the opinion | 
of some he goes too far in this matter. becom- 
ing guilty of unionism, then we are to “admon- 
ish” him; or better, as it reads in Scripture, to 
“restore” him, Gal. 6:1. To be sure, it is our 
most earnest desire to restore everyone who 
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becomes guilty of unionism. But since when, 
in the meanwhile, does such unionism not re- 
main unionism? 

Just now unionism is more rampant than 
ever. It is increasingly becoming the order of 
the day also among more and more Luther- 
ans (VELKD and HKID in Germany ; Luther- 
an World Federation and World Council of 
‘Churches; the tie-up of the American Luther- 
an Church and other Lutheran Churches in 
America with these; and the infection of un- 
jonism in our own midst). Is it not striking 
that at such a time this is what the Lutheran 
Witness has to say on this vital subject? 


What It All Riils Down To 


This is less of a warning against unionsim 
than it is a defense of unionistic offense of 
many kinds, a palliation of flagrant transgres- 
sions of God’s holy Word, Rom. 16:17, etc. 


Where Missouri Stands 


The Brief Statement defines unionism as 
“church fellowship with the adherents of false 
doctrine.” It repudiates it “as disobedience to 
God’s command, as causing divisions in the 
Church, Rom. 16:17.” (Par. 28.) Thus the 
Brief Statement by no means restricts union- 
ism to fellowship with the Reformed. but de- 
clares that church fellowship with the adher- 
ents of false doctrine—whether they be Luth- 
eran, Reformed, or what not—is forbidden by 
Scripture Rom. 16:17. 

And this is right. 


According to Holy Scripture, unionism, that 
is, church fellowship or joint work and wor- 
ship with the adherents of false doctrine, is to 
be repudiated: 

1) because of the prohibitory principle, 
which forbids fellowship with the adherents of 
false doctrine in itself, Rom. 16:17.18; 2 John 
9-11; Tit. 3:10, and exhorts to oneness in faith, 
Eph. 4:3-5; I Cor. 1:10; I Tim, 1:3. 

2) because of the confessional principle, 
which demands that we confess our faith in 
words and deed, Matt. 10:32; Luke 12:8.9; 
Rom, 10:9.10; 2 John 7-11; I John 4:1-3; 

3) because of the offense principle, which 
forbids our causing any one to stumble, Matt. 
18:6; Mark 9:42; Luke 17:1; Rom. 14:15; T 
Cor. 8:9; Rom. 16:17. 

The Brief Statement in repudiating church 
fellowship with the adherents of false doctrine 
urges especially the prohibitory principle, ad- 
ducing Romans 16:17 as a proof-text, because 
God in this passage forbids such unionism in 
itself, and because according to Rom. 16:17 
such unionism causes divisions among Christ- 
ians by promoting and sustaining separation 
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from the divinely ordained oneness in the con- 
fession of our faith. 


A Very Unhappy Situation 


But the Lutheran Witness, which evidently 
no longer unequivocally and unreservedly sub- 
scribes to paragraph 28 of our Brief Statement, 
now has announced that in its view the pro- 
hibitory principle, that is, the command of God 
to mark and avoid those who cause divisions 
and offenses contrary to Apostolic doctrine, is 
to be restricted to avoidance of church fellow- 
ship with the Reformed; and even then we are 
to speak of unionism only if we know that they 
who become guilty of such false fellowship or 
unionism are inveterate despisers of the truth 
and try to brush aside the differences in doc- 
trine as negligible. 


Thus the command of God, His sacred and 
majestic Word, is made of none effect. 


This then is the peculiar, yet very unhappy, 
situation which we now find within our Syn- 
od: Right upon the heels of the re-affirmation 
of the Brief Statement as the doctrinal position 
of the Missouri Synod, the Lutheran Witness, 
the official organ of our Synod, continues its 
disagreement with the Brief Statement. 


How long will the members of our Synod 
tolerate such a situation? 


Where the Chief Responsibility Lies 


The Chicago convention resolved that “the 
Lutheran Witness and Der Lutheraner shall 
be under the editorship of the Faculty of the 
St. Louis Seminary. The Faculty, together 
with the President and Vice-Presidents of Syn- 
od, shall appoint, or may terminate the ap- 
pointments of, the editors or editorial commit- 
tee. Synod is responsible for every doctrinal 
statement made in its official organs.” (Pro- 
ceedings, 1947, p. 559f.) 


Since the Chicago convention, the Faculty 
of St. Louis and the Presidium of Synod have 
re-appointed the former editors of the Luther- 
an Witness. Three of the members of the edi- 
torial staff are signers of the withdrawn but 
not retracted Statement, in which, according to 
the President of Synod, there “are doctrinal 
aberrations as the words read.” ‘One of them, 
Dr. Theo. Graebner, publicly stated on the 
floor of the Chicago convention that he stood 
by. and intended to stand by, every word of 
A Statement. This threat is being made good 
in the Lutheran Witness. This official organ 
of Synod CONTINUES to set forth a doctrine 
of church fellowship which is NOT IN 
AGREEMENT with the official doctrinal posi- 
tion of our Synod. 
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What is the Faculty and the Presidium of 
Synod going to do about this? 


Eli-Discipline 


At the conventon of the Synodical Confer- 
ence in 1879 Dr. W. Sihler warned against a 
so-called “Ejli-discipline.” Dr Sihler said, “Eli 
may have told his sons: ‘You must not be such 
bad boys!’ But instead of deposing them from 
office he permitted them to continue in sin, 
Thus the consistories of the German State 
Churches bear testimony by showing their dis- 
approval, especially when hard-pressed by 
those individual members who still believe in 
doctrinal discipline and who are in a state of 
confession within their fellowship. Since they 
have testified against it, they think that this 
is enough, and they are heartily glad when 
false teachers will only half-way say some word 
on which they can put a good construction. 
But to depose such wolves from their office— 
that they do not even think of.” (Synodal- 
bericht, Syn. Conf., 1879, p. 7.) 


Our Earnest Goal 


We hope and pray that future historians may 
never be able to say of the Missouri Synod 
and of its responsible officials that they were 
guilty of the sin of Eli. Read I Sam. 3:11-14 
to see what judgment God pronounced upon 
that sin, 

Doctrinal unity within the Missouri Synod, 
which is our most earnest desire and the cher- 
ished goal of all our labors, cannot be restored 
as long as the Lutheran Witness is permitted 
to sow the seed of discord in our midst. The 
Lutheran Witness must be made to cease caus- 
ing division and offenses contrary to Apostolic 
doctrine within the Missouri Synod. For we do 
hope to see unity restored in our midst. And we 
do look for the Missouri Synod to continue 
within the confession and fellowship of the 
Synodical Conference. Indeed, we are bold 
enough to hope that, over against the unionism 
of our day, we may go on from there to a fuller 
realization of a truly Evangelical Lutheran 
Synodical Conference of the World. 

Theo. Dierks, S. T. D. 


SELECTIVE FELLOWSHIP 
Born in the American Lutheran Conference 


The American Lutheran Church has given 
Selective Fellowship its blessing. At its Ap- 
pleton Convention in 1946, this body resolved 
“that pastors and parishes of the American 
Lutheran Church shall be free to have pulpit, 
altar, and prayer fellowship with such pastors 
and parishes of other Lutheran Synods as 


agree, in doctrine and practice, with the dec- 
larations made in Sections 1, 2,.3 and 4 of Ar: 
ticle [I—Confession of Faith—of the Constitu- 
tion of the American Lutheran Church.” 
American Lutheran Church congregations are 
therefore free to fellowship with any congrega- 
tion of the Missouri Synod or of the Synodical 
Conference which subscribes to the first four 
paragraphs of Article II of the American 
Lutheran Church’s Constitution and which is 
satisfied with these as a basis of union, that is 
to say, which will disregard non-fundamental 
doctrinal differences and be satisfied with an 
agreement in fundamental doctrines. The Com- 
mittee of the American Lutheran Church 
speaks of Selective Fellowship as “the most 
promising immediate means of working toward 
this end” (“to consummate Lutheran unity in 
America’), 

The (Norwegian merger’s) Lutheran Herald 
of Nov. 12,1946, declares: “Selective Fellow- 
ship offers the ideal temporary solution.” 


Infection Within the Missouri Synod 


Voices in favor of the Selective Fellowship 
have been raised in our own midst. The 
American Lutheran of September, 1947, p. 5, 
calls for Selective Fellowship. Its issue of 
September, 1945, even declares it wrong and 
sinful not to practice Selective Fellowship. The 
Lutheran Witness of Nov. 19, 1946, covertly 
points to Selective Fellowship as a handy tool 
to accomplish the ends of liberalism in our cir- 
cles. Another such hint is contained in its re- 
mark, March 11, 1947, that synods can only 
advise the congregations in matters of fellow- 
ship. Thesis V of the Chicago Statement of 
1945 plainly opens the door to Selective Fel- 
lowship. But according to the Agreement 
reached by the Presidency of Synod with sign- 
ers of the Statement their propositions are not 
to be interpreted as aiming at Selective Fellow- 
ship. An Eastern congregation petitioned the 
Synodical Convention assembled at Chicago 
last July to sanction the practice of Selective 
Fellowship by “any congregation affiliated 
with our Synod which may find any neighbor- 
ing Lutheran congregations that subscribe to 
the pure doctrine as outlined in Synod’s con- 
stitution... regardless of their synodical affili- 
ations.” Note, that it is not the pure doctrine 
as outlined in the Brief Statement which is 
made the criterion. It is also no secret that 
there are Missouri Synod pastors who are 
now practicing Selective Fellowship. 


The Position of the Missouri Synod as Such 


What stand has the Missouri Synod taken 
as to Selective Fellowship? At the time when 


our.Synod still had great hopes of reaching 
doctrinal unity with the American Lutheran 
Church, it, at several conventions, cautioned 
congregations not to anticipate fellowship. by 
practicing Selective Fellowship with American 
Lutheran congregations. No action was to be 
taken by any of our pastors or congregations 
which. would overlook the fact that we are not 
yet united. Our Committee on Doctrinal Uni- 
ty earnestly warned against Selective Fellow- 
ship in its report to Synod this past summer. 
The convention adopted the recommendation 
of its floor committee that Synod refuse to 
sanction Selective Fellowship because it would 
hinder the efforts of Synod to reach true doc- 
trinal unity with other synods and thus to es- 
tablish a God-pleasing fellowship. 


What Do the Scriptures Say? 


This opposition of the synodical congrega- 
tions to Selective Fellowship is warranted, be- 
cause Selective Fellowship as here understood 
is contrary to Scripture. There is a selective 
fellowship which Scripture teaches; but that 
is something else than what the advocates of 
Selective Fellowship today have in mind, The 
set-up we have in Scripture is this: Christ 
‘says, “One is your Master, even Christ; and 
all ye are brethren,” Matth. 23,8. The Christ- 
jan is autonomous; no congregation dare 
coerce him one step beyond what Christ has 
commanded him in His Word. The congre- 
gation is autonomous; no district or synod dare 
rule it one hair’s breadth beyond what Christ 
commands, The synod is autonomous; no 
clique, no “historical Lutheran Church” should 
dominate it with doctrines of men. Vice versa, 
if an individual brings the Word of Christ, the 
congregation, the district, the synod, the “his- 
torical Lutheran Church” should bow before 
him. The Synod should rule over the congre- 
gations when the Synod has the Word of 
Christ on its side. The congregation should 
govern the individual when it speaks the Word 
of Christ. The individual should bow before 
the Word of Christ as the one authority in the 
Church. All of us, singly and in any combina- 
tion, are the willing slaves of Christ. 


What then is the selective fellowship which 
Scripture enjoins? On the one hand Scripture 
admonishes us: “Now I beseech you, breth- 
ren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
that ye all speak the same thing, and that there 
be no divisions among you; but that ye be per- 
fectly joined together in the same mind and 
in the same judgment,” 1 Cor. 1, 10. “Be of 
one mind,” 2 Cor. 13,11. “Be of the same mind 
one toward another ... Be not wise in your 
own conceits,” Rom. 12, 16. “The God of pa- 
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tience and consolation.grant you to be like- 
minded one toward another according to Christ 
Jesus: that ye may with one mind and one 
mouth glorify God; even the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ,” Rom. 15, 5.6. “Wndeavor- 
ing to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond 
of peace,” Eph. 4, 3. “Fulfill ye my joy, that 
ye be like-minded, having the same love, be- 
ing of one accord, of one mind,” Phil 2, 2 “Be 
ye all of one mind,” | Pet. 3, 8. 


- On the other hand Scripture instructs us to 
mark them which cause divisions and offenses 
contrary to the doctrine which we have learned. 
from the Apostles, and to avoid them, Rom. 16, 
17.. It warns us to beware of false prophets, 
Matth.7,15. It tells us that, if we do not want 
to become guilty of the sin of those who cor- 
rupt the Scripture doctrine, we dare not con- 
tribute to,their cause nor give them our bless- 
ing, 2 John 11. We are not to take God’s 
name in vain by lying and deceiving by His 
name, and when others do‘that we are to stand 
with God “against the prophets that use their 
tongues and say, He saith,” Jer. 23, 31. Hence 
we are to discriminate between those who claim 
to be speaking in God’s name and to accept as 
brethren only those who actually speak God’s 
Word faithfully. We are to refuse fellowship 
to those who utter their own dreams, Jer. 23, 
28. 7 : 
Such Selective Fellowship we have practiced 
in joining a Missouri Synod congregation. Such 
Selective Fellowship our congregations have 
exercised in joining the Missouri Synod. Such 
Selective Fellowship our Synod has practiced 
in joining the Synodical Conference. Such Se- 
lective Fellowship our Synod is exercising in 
refusing fellowship to the American Lutheran 
Church and the United Lutheran Church. 


A Pious Fraud 


But the Selective Fellowship now proposed 
by some is a pious fraud. It consists in this 
that each congregation is left to decide with 
whom it would fellowship outside of the 
bounds of the Synodical Conference. Such 
action of a congregation, moreover, is not to 
impair its relationship to its district, Synod, 
or the Synodical Conference. These people 
claim a divine right to fellowship with any con- 
gregation which they regard as being equally 
orthodox with themselves, in disregard of the 
ties already binding them to us and our view 
of their action. Briefly, they select to fellow- 
ship without their brethren. 


Now, if a congregation practicing such Se- 
lective Fellowship wishes to remain identified 
with the Missouri Synod and the Synodical 
Conference, it plainly will have to grant also 
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the congregation with which it-fraternizes. the 
right to remain identified with the -American 
Lutheran Church and the United Lutheran 
Church. A part.of the Missouri Synod would 
then be fellowshipping a part of the American 
Lutheran Church or the United Lutheran 
Church. But this is unionism, because the two 
bodies involved are at odds in their doctrine. 
This is “church-fellowship with: the adherents 
of false doctrine,” condemned in paragraph 28 
of the Brief Statement, our confession of faith, 
as disobedience to God’s command. This para- 
graph correctly states that “all Christians are 
required by God... in case they have strayed 
into heterodox church-bodies, .to leave them, 
Rom. 16, 17.” This, however, the congregation 
belonging to the American Lutheran Church or 
the United Lutheran Church refuses to do. 
Still the Missouri Synod congregation wants to 
fellowship with it.’ And it demands the sanc- 
tion of the Missouri Synod for such a contrary 
behavior. Is this not the demand to tolerate 
both truth and error? Would this not be 
“agreement to disagree”? This certainly would 
mean to “be partaker of other men’s sins,” 1 
Tim. 5, 22. This would be doing the very 
thing St. John warns against when he says, 
“He that biddeth him God speed is partaker of 
his evil deeds,” 2 John 11. 


Tailor-made for Unionists 


livery one realizes that Selective Fellow- 
ship, if permitted, must lead to confusion and 
disorder. Is it inconsistent for a heterodox 
body which practices unionism to countenance 
and recommend Selective Fellowship? Not at 
all. Such a body is ready to give the hand of 
fellowship to those more strict and those more 
indifferent than it in matters of doctrine and 
practice, if only its own fundamental principle 
of indifferentism is left unimpaired. If one 
of their congregatians can find some congrega- 
tion in the orthodox body ready for fellowship 
with jt on such terms, the heterodox body will 
not be the loser. “The orthodox cannot raise 
the doctrinal level of the unorthodox by unit- 
ing with them.” Hither the orthodox body will 
rid itself of the transgressing congregation, or 
the discipline and orthodoxy of that whole body 
will vanish. And is it so inconceivable that 
this is the purpose and aim of ‘the heterodox 
body? Even assuming that the heterodox body 
consists of Christians, are Christians never 
guided by carnal, base motives? 


The Death Warrant of True Unity 


_ But if an orthodox church-body would sanc- 
tion Selective Fellowship, it would sign its own 
death warrant. Synod is another name for so- 
lidarity. We are a synod only as long as we 


are one in-nature, relations, and interests and 
therefore cohere, hang together. Our Commit- 
tee on Doctrinal Unity has well said in its re- 
port to Synod: “The purpose of our Synod is 
joint defense against schism and sectarianism, 
Rom. 16.17. What God has commanded every 
pastor, every congregation, and every Christ- 
ian to do, namely, to avoid those that cause 
divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine 
which we have learned, we are pledged by 
membership in our Synod to do jointly or col- 
lectively. Joint defense implies and demands 
joint action in establishing fellowship with oth- 
er church bodies or their component parts. In- 
dependent action in the establishment of fel- 
lowship by individual members must be regard- 
ed'as an offense against faithfulness to one’s 
membership pledge, a breach of confidence, 
which, if persisted in, would lead to separation 
or disruption.” A congregation in our midst 
which insists on practicing Selective Iellow- 
ship is breaking its fellowship relations with 
us, its declaration to the contrary notwith- 
standing. It isin fact demanding of us that 
with it we become guilty of the sins of others, a 
demand with which we simply cannot comply. 
And if no action is taken by our synodical of- 
ficials against such a congregation, it must lead 
to aconfusion in our own midst that makes 
it impossible to distinguish friend from foe. 
And the God-pleasing fellowship with other 
synods, for which our Synod is striving, is 
hindered and its achievement prevented, Mis- 
souri has been known for its solidarity. If the 
old evil foe cannot induce the Missouri Synod 
as a body to espouse unionism and thus come 
over to his side, perhaps he can achieve his 
end by wrecking our Synod on the rocks of dis- 
order and confusion. 


What Consistency Would Require 


If the men who advocate Selective Fellow- 
ship are convinced that they have a panacea 
for the ills of the Lutheran Church in Ameri- 
ca and that synodical affiliations do not in- 
volve confession and conscience, it is their 
privilege to organize a separate synod con- 
formed to their tenets. We know, of course, 
that Unitarians, Communists, and their ilk play 
the game of staying in the church, the union, 
the government office and, like termites, of bor- 
ing from within. In many of the Protestant 
churches of America and in the labor unions 
they have demonstrated how to wreck an or- 
ganization and take over its establishment, 
property, and machines. But ours is a fellow- 
ship of honorable men; from such, certainly, 
we shall not expect such tactics, contrived to 
lead Synod on new ways. 
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The Requirements of Christian Love 


The advocates of Selective Fellowship in 
ourmidst make the plea that they must obey 
God rather than men and must give expression 
to a God-pleasing unity already existing. They 
assert that their purpose is to overcome man- 
made barriers to an organizational union. They 
dream of a united front, a larger organization 
of impressive size, a single national, indeed, a 
world-wide, visible Lutheran Church. Speak- 
ing the truth in love, we must declare that they 
are seeking to force a God-displeasing union 
upon us; that not the Spirit of God, but flesh- 
ly notions underlie this yearning for an im- 
proper fellowship. Does not love toward their 
synodical brethren demand that they act in har- 
mony with them? That they keep their prom- 
ise freely given upon joining Synod? That 
they do not ogle our opponents? Do they ac- 
cept it as the expression of true love when we 
warn that they are reducing the requirements 
of God’s Word as to church-fellowship to fit 
mere wishful thinking, when we admonish 
against indifference toward errors in non-fun- 
damental doctrines, when we plead with them 
to recognize that in honesty the thing they 
claim to have found does not exist, that an 
orthodox congregation insisting on remaining 
in an unorthodox body is an absurdity? 


How to Escape This Latest Snare of Satan 


I can understand that a poorly indoctrin- 
ated congregation which is indifferent toward 
doctrinal differences because its knowledge is 
very shallow, which is indifferent toward sanc- 
tification because jt has become worldly, a con- 
gregation given to ostentatious display of an 
outward piety because its inner life consisting 
in saving faith is at low ebb—that such a con- 
gregation will find no difference between itself 
and the congregation in the heterodox camp 
and therefore craves for Selective Fellowship. 
But pastors leading their congregation into Se- 
lective Fellowship are certainly not measuring 
up to the “apt to teach” demanded in Scripture. 
And a congregation which is not blind, which 
is grounded in the truth of God’s Word, which 
is not seeking independence from God, which 
will not curry the favor of the world, which is 
ready to shoulder the cross of Christ, which is 

‘not in a state of decay, which practices self- 
discipline, which truly appreciates the Gospel, 
will definitely decline to have anything to do 
with Selective Fellowship because of the cor- 
rosive and disruptive effect it must have. 


Faithful pastors will warn their congrega- 
tions against this snare of the devil. Faithful 
synodical officials will not become guilty of 
unevangelical indecision and procrastination 


wherever necessity arises to institute discipline 
because of it. Faithful members of our fellow- 
ship will always hold their elected officials to 
account for their action or inaction in this re- 
spect. For only so can the true unity of a 
church, under God, be maintained. 


W. W. F. Albrecht 
Concordia Theological Seminary 
Springfield, Illinois. 


THE CRY FOR BISHOPS 


There are those who would afflict Lutheran 
churches in America with bishops, just as 
though we did not already have enough trouble 
with all of the unionism, indifference, and 
doctrinal decay that is plaguing us in these evil 
days. In recent months and years the Mis- 
souri Synod’s Lutheran Witness, the American 
Lutheran, and other Lutheran publications 
have joined in putting in a good word for the 
establishment of the office of bishops in our 
midst. 

Legalistic Revolution Advocated 


One of the churches in which the clamor for 
bishops has been most insistent is the “Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Church” (Norwegian merger). 
Its officical paper, the Lutheran Herald, con- 
tained a series of articles on the subject dur- 
ing the last year. In the third and last of these 
articles (April 15, 1947) it is freely admitted 
that “the proposed change to a modified epis- 
copal system would be revolutionary in our 
Church.” And this article advocates just such 
a revolutionary change. It proposes to have 
congregations give up to bishops at least some 
of their God-given authority, their right to 
govern themselves. The article is, moreover, 
boldly legalistic. It proposes to enslave con- 
gregations under a law from which they now 
are free, by holding out to them the enticing, 
deceptive promise that they would enjoy great- 
er liberty under such law than they are now 
enjoying under the Gospel. It actually advo- 
cates an hierarchical system approaching that 
of the Roman Catholic papacy, from which 
God graciously delivered the Church in Refor- 
mation days. 


We quote: “Few, if any of us, would favor so 
absolute and hierarchical a system as is found 
in the Roman Catholic Church, which, never- 
theless, owes much of its unity and strength 
to its well organized, central authority. Our 
tendency has been to swing to an opposite ex- 
treme, decentralizing authority, emphasizing 
the autonomy of the local congregation, 
resulting in divisions and weakness. We fear 
too much authority, but too little authority is 
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also something to face. There is liberty in 


law.” (Our emphasis.) 


They Err Because They Do Not Know 
The Scriptures 


What strikes us most of all in this clamor 
for bishops is its false appeal to the Scriptures. 
Advocating the plan to “vest or delegate to the 
district president (of a synod) the authority to 
appoint and send pastors to vacant parishes,” 
the article from which we are quoting goes on 
to say: “Call the district president BISHOP; 
give him the Biblical and ecclesiastical desig- 
nation which his office merits; and give him 
the authority of overseer, which the word 
means.” (Our emphasis.) 

By such words these churchmen who are ag- 
itating the cry for bishops and the dethrone- 
ment of congregations from their God-given 
position of self-governance reveal that they do 
not know the Scripture. For by what stretch 
of the imagination can it be said that the office 
of a synodical district president merits the 
BIBLICAL designation of “bishop,” and that 
the authority of an overseer, which the word 
means, belongs to HIM? Perish such teach- 
ing! Pity those who are exposed to it! Who- 
ever presumes to know anything about this 
subject at all should know that it is the office 
of a PASTOR that merits the Biblical term 
“bishop,” which is simply the Greek for an “ov- 
erseer,” a shepherd, a pastor of a congregation, 
of any and every Christian congregation. (Cp. 
Acts 20, 28.) Every such a one should know 
that this term in its correct, Biblical usage fell 
into disuse precisely through its misuse in the 
false, hierarchical sense in which it is employed 
in the papal church, which some high Luther- 
an churchmen would now imitate. 

Everyone of our readers should know that 
the Bible does not so much as breathe a word 
about such an office as that of a district presi- 
dent at all. Indeed, the whole concept of a 
synod, as constituted today, is foreign to it. 
And yet one must these days read such a false 
appeal to Holy Scripture as that which we have 
cited above! 


The Worst Kind of Slavery 


To sum up: a synod and synodical offices, 
which are merely human institutions, can bea 
good thing, and they can be of tremendous 
value to churches: if they are kept in their 
proper place. In any contrary case, such as 
when synodical officials are to be vested with 
authority which belongs rightly to congrega- 
tions, with the designation of bishop, they be- 
come a menace to the very life of a church and 
of the freedom which Christ purchased for its 
members by His own precious blood. “You 


were bought with a price; do not become slaves 
of men!”, God admonishes us through the 
Apostle Paul, I Cor. 7, 23. (R. S. V.) And 
the Lutheran Witness, when it was still a more 
reliable guide than it is today, rightly remind- 
ed us that “there is no slavery like that of 
churches ridden by ‘great churchmen.’ Our 
forefathers emigrated to America in order to 
escape it.” (1925, p, 112.) 

We hope that the Lutheran Witness was al- 
so right when it concluded, in those days: 
“Those who want to inoculate the Missouri 
Synod with a desire for government by ma- 
chine have a job on their hands.” We look 
to the grace of God to frustrate and to con- 
found any and all such designs. 


Paul H. Burgdorf. 


ARE ALL LUTHERANS ONE? 


Reflections on the “Ecumenical” Move- 
ment. Among Lutherans 


Referring to the convention of the Lutheran 
World Federation held last summer at Lund, 
Dr. R: E. Tulloss (U. L. C.) declared at a 
“seminar” held Nov. 6th at Augustana Theo- 
logical Seminary, “Here is proof that all Luth- 
erans are one. There may be differences of 
interpretation among them, neverthless they 
are one.” 

Dr. Tulloss stated that the “purpose of the 
Lutheran World Federation was “to further 
Lutheran solidarity” and “to achieve a united 
voice in ecumenical relationships.” At Amster- 
dam, where the World Council of Churches will 
meet in 1948, “the Lutherans must speak as 
one voice.” 

Dr. Tulloss also spoke of the inspiration 
gained from such Christian fellowship as was 
practiced at Lund, especially “when you recog- 
nize each other as brethren in the faith” and 
know that they all “stand on the great funda- 
mentals of Christian doctrine.” 

This raises the question: Are all Luther- 
ans one? 


Confusing the Invisible Church and Mere 
Visible Churches 


Now it is true, all true believers within the 
Lutheran Church, that is to say, all those who, 
despairing of their own righteousness, accept 
and trust in the forgiveness of sins merited by 
Christ and offered and conveyed in the Gospel 
and the Sacraments, are spiritually one with 
Christ and with each other. The same is also 
true of all true believers within every Chris- 
tian denomination. True believers within the 
Lutheran Church are spiritually one with all 
true believers within the Methodist Church, 
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the Presbyterian Church, the Baptist Church, 
yes, also with the true believers within the Ro- 
man Catholic Church. 

But God alone knows who is a true believer 
in any Christian denomination. He alone can 
look into man’s heart and see whether he be- 
lieves. 

Scripture, however, demands not only spirit- 
ual, but also doctrinal, unity within the 
Christian Church. “Charge some that they 
teach no other doctrine,” I Tim. 1:3. 

But who will be so bold to assert that all 
Lutherans are doctrinally one with each other? 
Truth of the matter is that Lutherans through- 
out the world are far apart in many Christian 
doctrines and do not even stand together on 
the great fundamentals of Christian faith. 

What. It Is That Is Dividing Lutherans Today 

Dr. Tulloss calls the doctrinal differences 
now dividing the Lutheran Church “differ- 
ences of interpretation.” 

Over against this, let us quote trom the con- 
gratulatory message, signed by the pastors of 
Circuit XI of the Northern Illinois District, 
and presented to Dr. F. H. Brunn, secretary of 
our Committee on Doctrinal Unity, on his re- 
ception of the honorary degree of doctor ot 
divinity from our Springfield Seminary. (It 
was published in the Northern Illinois District 
Supplement, July 29, 1947.) 

“The issues at present keeping the Synodi- 
cal Conference from fellowshiping with many 
Lutheran church bodies are not suble differ- 
ences of opinion, but they involve the simple 
Catechism truths. 

“These issues are: (1) Whether or not 
every word of the Bible is the inspired and in- 
errant Word of God; (2) Whether any. man 
dare take credit for his own conversion and sal- 
vation by assuming that he was by nature not 
quite as bad as those who are not converted; 
(3) Whether the Church, realizing that Judg- 
ment Day may come at any moment, will face 
stern realities and earnestly labor to save as 
many souls as possible through the Gospel of 
forgiveness in the name of Jesus, or whether 
it will engage in all manner of utopian dreams 
of a future millennium and seek to save society 
by a so-called social gospel which concerns it- 
self with the temporal welfare of mankind; (4) 
Whether we should avoid all false churches, in- 
cluding also those Lutheran church bodies 
which cause divisions and offenses contrary to 
Apostolic doctrine; (5) Whether we as indi- 
viduals and as congregations shall preserve our 
priceless liberties under Christ, our only Lord 
and Master, or whether we shall be tyran- 
nized in spiritual matters by some individual 
or some organization. 

“Of course, there are some who insist that 
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we should ignore all such issues and form 4 
large Lutheran church body which has power 
and influence in the eyes of the world. How, 
ever, such people forget that the Church of 
Christ is not built by numbers, nor by externa] 
power and influence, but solely through thy 
power of God’s Spirit in His Word.” 


The Problem Confronting Us 


“These issues are at present also disturbin& 
the harmony and unity of our own Synod, 
Here the basic issue is whether it is true what 
Synod said in 1935, when it appointed the 
Committee on Lutheran Church Union, name, 
ly, that ‘God-pleasing, Scriptural external 
union and co-operation is based on internal 
unity, oneness in faith, confession, doctrine 
and practice.’ 

“Some within our Synod” (the Statement. 
arians are meant) “now hold that we cannot 
and dare not apply Rom. 16:17 to fellow Luth. 
erans who cause divisions and offenses cons 
trary to Apostolic doctrine, and that church 
fellowship is possible without complete agree- 
ment in details of doctrine and practice.” That 
is making division even worse. 

No; despite all that men like Dr. Tulloss 
and others may say, Lutherans are, unfortun- 
ately, not one. No one can possibly deplore the 
existing disunity more than we do. It is with 
deepest regret that we must, true to Scripture, 
avoid even Lutherans because they are divi-' 
sion-makers; because they persist in teaching 
otherwise than God’s Word teaches and insist 
on the toleration of church fellowship with 
persistent errorists as the price of church fel- 
lowship with themselves. 

But we will always be found ready to labor 
with all our heart for a truly united Lutheran- 
ism by doing what we can toward the removal 
of error and false teaching. There can be fo 
more evangelical work of love than this. 


Theo. Dierks, S. T. D. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Remember the Palmer House! 


Memories of the Missouri Synod convention 
at Chicago linger on. A Religious News Ser: 
vice despatch in the Lutheran Outlook, Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference organ (September, 
1947, p. 279), treats of Synod’s action regard- 
ing te National Lutheran Council. It ends 
with these analytical paragraphs: 

“Members of the Synod who approve of the 
National Lutheran Council were enthusiastic 
over the resolution, asserting that it represents 
a decided step away from traditional isolation: 
ism of the Synod. Opponents of the National 
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Lutheran Council felt, on the other hand, that 
no concession had really been made. 

“Indicative of the loose interpretations placed 
on the resolution was the fact that it passed 
unanimously with both sides approving. 

“Dr. Walter A. Maier, of the Lutheran 
Radio Hour, spoke on behalf of joining both 
the Lutheran World Federation and the Na- 
tional Lutheran Council.” (No such speech 
was made, as far as we could determine, on the 
basis of close attention and inquiry during our 
delegate days at the Palmer House. Dr. Maier 
is said to have spoken thus to the Lutheran 
Laymen’s League convention which was held 
just before the synodical convention. At the 
Synodical convention he seems to have been 
non-committal regarding the N.C.L.—A.V.K,) 

John W. Boehne, Jr. of Washington, D. C., 
one of the laymen directors of the denomina- 
tion, also approved joining the Council. Dr. 
J. H. C. Fritz of Concordia Seminary, St. 
Louis, opposed affiliation, declaring ‘we would 
be an irritant if we join and we can do our 
most effective work not by joining but by re- 
maining firm in the truth of God.’ ” 

The remark concerning’ “loose interpreta- 
tions” hits the proverbial nail on the head. The 
resolution is truly of a type which lends itself 
well to all sorts of “interpretations*. We re- 
print the resolution in full: 

“Whereas, there is a difference of opinion 
among us on the issue of joining the National 
Lutheran Council, and therefore, evidently a 
lack of information; and ° 

“Whereas, there’ is no urgency, demanding 
‘a decision on the question of joining or not 
joining the National Lutheran Council at the 
present time; and 

“Whereas, ‘the policy of the National Luth- 
eran Council with reference to its sphere of 
activity at home ‘and abroad ‘has not yet been 
clearly defined; 

“Be it Sieiefore resolved, \ That the Mis- 
souri Synod again officially express to.the 
National Lutheran Council’ its willingness to 
cooperate in matters aecexing a Synod’s 
principles; and : 

“B. That a committee ews Pastors: two 
laymen,. one teachér) be appointed -by the 
Praesidium -and. the. Board: of Directors to 
continue the study of the question of our re- 
lationship as.a participating body in the Na- 
tional Lutheran Council’and:.report its find- 
ings to the next Synodical. Convention, after 
having submitted its findings to all pastors 
and congregations of our Church six months 
‘prior.to the convention; and - 3 

“C. That the Missouri Synod, in agreement 
with its principles, Offer its ‘full cooperation 


and support to all groups and churches at 
home and abroad confessing the Lutheran 
faith, and that our Synod declare its willing- 
ness to exert its influence to the fullest possi- 
ble extent to uphold and strengthen all true 
Lutheran, elements, and to that end empower 
the Praesidium to take appropriate action.” 


When speaking of “willingness to cooperate 
in matters agreeing with Synod’s principles”, 
said “principles” may be interpreted to be those 
of the officially reaffirmed Brief Statement, es- 
pecially paragraphs 28 and 29, against relig- 
ious unionism. Or the opposite “interpreta- 
tion”, contained in the officially untouched “A 
Statement”, would be championed by those of 
liberal mind. We shall not go into the various 
interpretations that can be placed upon the 
empowering of the Praesidium to take “appro- 
priate action.” Neither shall we dwell upon 
the interpretation of “true Lutheran elements.” 

The present writer spoke at the committee 
No. 3 hearings during the convention, and 
urged that a resolution be set forth that would 
definitely turn down Missouri membership in 
the N. L. C., as long as the constituent bodies 
of the N. L. C. are what they are. It was point- 
ed out that in these bodies. false doctrine is 

“actually taught” (Brief Statement, Par. 29), 
unionism is practiced, Higher Criticism is pub- 
lished, and the Social Gospel is being embraced 
as never before. And this in the year 1947. 
Furthermore, it was pointed out that joining 
the N. L. C. is not the end of the line. It would 
mean also membership in the Lutheran World 
Federation, with which the Council is insep- 
arably and avowedly connected. And the L. W. 
F. is simply a bloc in the rising World Council 
of Churches.. What would the end be? 

‘As to the resolution’s words on the N. L. C.’s 
“sphere of activity” not being “clearly defined,” 
we helieve that it has been “clearly defined” 
by thevery men who guide the destinies of pan- 

Lutheranism. A review of the facts, as they 
are recorded, for example, in the Aug.-Sept. is- 
suc of the Confessional Lutheran, under this 
column: (not ignoring Dr. Michelfelder’s state- 
ments), should make the picture very clear. 


- Missourians should have arisen as one man 
against affiliation with the pan-Lutheran ec- 
clesiastico-unionistic combine. But they didn’t. 
The great majority of the delegates were in- 
sufficiently. informed concerning modern 
church life to see through the fallacious argu- 
ments brought by the small but vocal pro- Coun- 
cil group. And:so what finally emerged was 
the above -: cited rather innocuous resolution. 
We may be in for a three-year field day of 


“loose interpretations.” 


:One thing must be said for the resolution: 
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It did not put the Missouri Synod into the Na- 
tianal Tutheran Council, yet! c 


Sot in Her Ways 


ft editorial in the Lutheran Outlook (Sep- 
rember, 1947, p. 26) expressed wonder over 
the abbreviation of the Missouri Synod’s offi- 
cial name, which was undertaken at the Chica- 
go convention. The editorial completes the 
thought as follows: ; 

‘What is symbolical about that? Why, it is 
so like it was before. Not much change has 
taken place. And that is representative of Mis- 
souri. 

“For example, the centennial convention of 
the Synod meeting at Chicago in July rescind- 
ed the resolution of 1938 by which it had vir- 
tually agreed that sufficient basis existed for 
doctrinal unity with the American Lutheran 
Church. Now after nine years Missouri de- 
clared that it was not ready to enter into fellow- 
ship with the American Lutheran Church, but 
was willing to continue doctrinal discussions ; 
and officials were instructed to appoint anoth- 
er committee on doctrinal unity. Back where 
they started! 

“Two years ago the famous ‘Statement of 
the Forty-four’ came out of Missouri. It was 
issued by influential pastors and professors, 
and ‘pled for an open-minded, kindly attitude 
toward other Christians, and deplored “a love- 
less attitude which is manifesting itself within 
Synod.” ’ (The Lutheran, Aug. 13, 1947.) This 
year the original signers withdrew their 
“Statement” (only as “a basis of discussion,” 
not in the sense of retraction.—A. V. K.) and in 
its place an ‘Agreement’ reached with the 
presidency of the Synod was offered to the con- 
ention. Back where they started? 

“Three years ago observers felt that the 
time was ripe for Missouri to come into the Na- 
tional Lutheran Council. But the Saginaw 
convention failed to take the step. This year 
the Chicago convention also stood pat, al- 
though influential voices like that of Dr. Wal- 
ter A. Maier urged participation in the Coun- 
cil. Synod declared that ‘there is a difference 
of opinion on the issue of joining the National 
Lutheran Council and... there is no urgency, 
demanding a decision on the question of join- 
ing or not joining the National Lutheran Coun- 
cil at the present time.’ What finally came out 
was a compromise resolution stating that the 
Synod is willing to cooperate on matters agree- 
ing with its own principles, and saying that 
the Synod ‘offers its full cooperation and sup- 
port to all groups and churches at home and 
abroad confessing the Lutheran faith.’ Both 
sides approved this resolution. Those who fav- 
or cooperation with other Lutherans thought 


that the resolution represented a step away 
from the traditional isolationism of Missouri. 
But those who: opposed joining the Council 
were also well satisfied, feeling that Synod was 
still standing where it has always stood. 


“Those of us who have been hoping that 
the day was at hand when there would be 
a united voice of Lutheranism in this country, 
and the strongly conservative and evangeli- 
cal Missouri Synod would lend its tone and tim- 
bre to that voice, are naturally a little de- 
pressed. The one hundredth birthday of our 
sister synod finds her rather ‘sot in her ways.’ ” 

What “contribution” could the Missouri sy- 
nod make to the quasi-Lutheranism of the N.L. 
C? That question was also touched upon at 
the Palmer House committee hearings. There 
are those who play up the wonders that Mis- 
sourian influence could perform in the N. L. 
C, through membership. . But let us go to the 
allied question: What “contributions” do the 
N. L. C. bodies want? That is indicated in 
the foregoing paragraph—Missouri is to “lend 
its tone and timbre” to the “united voice of 
Lutheranism.” It is not to call the tune with 
its clear trumpet of certainty; the brass choir 
of verbal inspiration and doctrinal purity would 
not be welcome; and a tympany of doctrinal 
discipline would produce a frightfully discord- 
ant voice. But just to borrow a bit of Mis- 
sourian tone and timbre! The pan-Lutheran 
symphonic poem must not be ruined. 


It is not going far afield to recall that Dr. 
Walther was accused of repristination, that is, 
sticking with the old theology and religious 
practice. God grant that our beloved Missour! 
Synod, at this Jate hour, be thus set in hef 
ways. 


A. V. Kuster. 
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@ Meeting of Chicago Study Group 
| with President Behnken and 
Vice-President Harms 


The origin of the following report is due to 
an unforeseen chain of circumstances. Having 
arrived from Pittsburgh on the morning of 
- January 21 for the purpose of attending the meet- 
| * ing, and there being no one else from Pittsburgh 
present that day, I began shortly after the opening 
of the meeting to jot down notes of what was 
“said as an aid to my own memory and for the 
information of a few friends at home. Someone 
sitting near me noticed the extent of my jottings 
and expressed a desire to share the fruit of my 
| industry. Then came a request that I.read my 
| 
i 


¢ 


notes to the group the next day, some being in 
attendance who had not been present the day be- 
| fore. The reading brought a request for a con- 
densed report in the Confessional Lutheran. 

J realize the delicate position in which such, an 
assignment places me. Nobody in this informal 
| meeting of an unorganized group was speaking 
“for the record,” and I had not been appointed 
to record the proceedings. I therefore beg that 
the reader will regard the following in the light 
| ° of its casual origin and bear in mind that it is 
| 

t 


written by a participant who holds very definite 
convictions and has an intense personal interest 


in the matters under discussion. I am confident, 


however, that I shall not be charged with mis- 
representation by anyone present at the meeting, 
and that my earnest endeavor to be fair will be 
recognized in my deliberate emphasis on principles 
and suppression of personalities. 

The first matter under discussion was Dr, 
Graebner’s pamphlet on Prayer Fellowship and 
its alleged use as required study material at our 
St. Louis Seminary. All of the numerous speak- 
ers who became audible on this subject in the 
group of eighty or more pastors, professors, and 
laymen from various sections of Synod made it 
very clear that they hold this pamphlet to con- — 
tain false doctrine and misuse of Scripture, and 
regard its continued circulation under the imprint . 
of our Synodical Publishing House as a serious 
offense. The President and Vice-President, how- 
ever, failed to commit themselves to this effect. 
In this connection advice on procedure was offered 
by Vice-President Harms, leading to discussion 
of Synod’s intention in its resolution to “study” 
the matters at issue on the basis of theses to be 
furnished by the Praesidium., 

The complaints of procrastination in dealing 
with well-grounded protests crystallized in such 
remarks as: “I can’t absorb this new logic, that, 
if anyone arises with false doctrine everybody 
far and wide must now study this false doctrine.” 
‘Tt is not Synod’s intention that we should discuss 
these doctrines from the point of view of regard- 
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are to. be directed 


ing them as open questions. I claim the fellow- 
ship of a Synod which has stood solidly on Scrip- 
ture and the Confessions and not on a bunch 
of questions.” “Tf Synod meant ‘study’ to find 
out, I renounce that resolution of Synod _ this 
morning.” “If, as Dr. Behnken has made very 
clear, the study of the Theses is not for the pur- 
pose of finding out our doctrinal position, but of 
strengthening ourselves in the doctrinal: position 


we already have, then doctrinal discipline should , 


not be held in abeyance until the Theses have been 
studied. I implore the Praesidium to proceed with 
doctrinal discipline on the basis of thé Brief 
Statement without waiting for the Theses.” 


_ Dr. Behnken’s reply: “You ask: ‘What is to 
be done in the interim until the Theses are pub-+ 
lished? Is doctrinal discipline to be held in 
" abeyance?’ No} delay in publication of the Theses 
doesn’t bar action.” 


The delay in the publication of the Praesi- 


dium’s Theses was another matter taken up for 
special discussion. Dr. Behnken offered a rather 
detailed explanation of causes which have delayed 


_ their publication and of the order in which they 
-are to appear, and emphasized with regard to the 


studies to be pursued on the basis of these theses: 
“The Praesidium never understood this to mean 
that we are going to change our doctrinal position. 
There is such a thing as studying to become more 
certain in our position. Study ought to Iead us 
to greater certainty.” 


Dr. Graebner’s retention in the chair of 
dogmatics and the editorship of the Lutheran 
Witness, after his remark on the floor of the 
Centennial Convention that he stood by every 
word of the Chicago Statement, was discussed at 
length. It was again apparent from the accounts 
of protests, both by pastors and by laymen, and 
in at least one instance by a congregation, which 
had been ignored .or answered unsatisfactorily, 
that there was a certain crystallization of judg- 
ment and sentiment on the part of the group re- 
garding the editing of the Lutheran Witness, the 
remarks of all speakers.on the subject producing 
a cumulative impression of dissatisfaction, frus- 
tration, and distress. It was also made clear that 
the disturbing factor was not a matter of per- 
sonal opposition to one individual but a concerted 
presentation to our people through official organs 
and publications of a doctrinal position and pract- 
ical attitude which is not the Scriptural and Con- 
fessional position of our Synod. 


The organization known as the “Seminarians” 
was discussed, and President Behnken and others 
expressed concern and misgivings regarding the 
purpose, activities, and future plans of this group. 
President Behnken stated that the matter is under 
discussion with the Faculty and has not yet been 
concluded. 


Pastor Romoser made a plea for regard for 
our rights in our official Union Committee’s meet- 
ings, that they do not commit as by joining in 
prayer with the official representatives of other 
Synods not yet in doctrinal unity with us. 


Toward the close of the meeting Dr. Behnken 
made a solemn statement, indicative of admirable 
realism and humility, to the following effect: “I 
am not here to guarantee that the Missouri Synod 
is not.going to disintegrate. The cancer of dis- 
integration has heen gnawing at us for years.” 
While this is a grievous fact for our president 
and all of us to face, it was nevertheless refresh- 
ing to me to note this evidence of humble insight 
and factual appraisal of realities in contrast to 
‘the too exuberant optimism of the author of the 
Centennial’ Convention Digest in the Foreword 
(page 6) to that publication. If only our officials 
and all of us will always bear in mind that we 
cannot steer the ship of-our beloved synod by 
our own reason or strength, and then, confronting 
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realities as God gives us to see them, go forward 
in the steadfast fear and love of our Savior and 
the souls He has purchased with His blood, and 
do everything possible “according as God hath 
dealt to every man the measure of faith,” it may 
yet please our merciful Lord to arrest the progress 
of disintegration and restore to us the precious 
pole ncer confessional unity which we have 
ost, 
Wattace H. McLaucuuin. 


@ Why I Left the 
American Lutheran Church 


(EprrorraL Nore: Neil Hilton, who wrote the fol- 
lowing fine testimony, left the American Lutheran Church 
at the close of the 1947 school year for reasons stated 
in his article. He is at present teaching in St. Mark’s 
School, Chicago, affiliated with our Norwegian sister 
synod. He intends to complete his theological studies 
at Bethany College in Mankato, Minnesota, next year, 
and to enter the ministry within the Synodical Con- 
ference, — P. H. B. 


Having completed my pre-theological training 
and two years of seminary work in institutions 
of the American Lutheran Church, I found it 
necessary to leave that synod in obedience to 
God’s command, Romans 16, 17, because the 
A. L. C. teaches contrary to the doctrine of Christ. 
It does this in its official position and in its public 
doctrine. It is known widely that the Iowa and 


. Ohio Synods taught that conversion is dependent 


on an act of the unregenerate will and that they 
accused Missouri of teaching a false doctrine of 
conversion, Iowa also maintained that the doc- 
trines of the Church, the Ministry, Antichrist, and 
of a millennium are open questions. Since the 
A. L. C. has never disavowed the official positions 
of its constituent synods, it must recognize them 
as ifs own, — 

In its constitution the A. L. C. does not con- 
fess that our present Bibles are the Word of God. 
For according to the official interpretation given 
in the Appendix to its constitution, only the 
original texts are the Word of God and the now 
generally recognized texts are accepted as only 
substantially identical with the Word of God. 
(The Appendix, moreover, is not regarded as a 
part of the Constitution and of the confession of 
faith of the A. L. C., which permits the assump- 
tion of error in historical, geographical, and other 
statements in the Bible. Cp. Tract No. 2 on 


Doctrinal Differences between the Synodical Con- 


ference and the American Lutheran Church, 
published by the C. L. P. B. — Editor.) 


The public teaching of the A. L. C. is not 


eastly defined because so many conflicting views 


‘will be saved. 


are tolerated in the A. L. C. There are two 
groups in the A, L. C., the conservatives who ad- 
here to the position of their fathers, and the 
liberals who are willing to make far reaching con- 
ccessions to the Reformed and to radical Modern- 
ists. Neither group is a unit doctrinally, 


Some “conservative” A, L. C. men,’ such as 
Dr. J. C. Mattes, openly attack verbal inspiration. 
Others give that term a different meaning than 
it has in the Synodical Conference. For instance, 
Dr. E. Matzner who teaches dogmatics at Wart- 
burg Seminary in Dubuque, Iowa, told our class 
that the Holy Ghost taught the holy writers the 
language they were to use but that it is not neces- 
sary to believe that every word of Scripture is 
given by inspiration of God, for that would be 
dictation. Dr. Matzner has also said that verbal 
inspiration can have no significance today because 
the original text of Scripture has been lost. Yet 


the says the doctrine of “verbal inspiration” is 


acceptable if “rightly understood.” Many A. L. 
C. men accept verbal inspiration as a “human 
theory.” Such an acceptance amounts to a denial. 
Both, individuals and schools of thought men- 
tioned thus far, belong to the “conservative” ele- 
ment in the A. L. C. There are also those who 
confess the Scriptural doctrine of inspiration, but 
they appear to be a small and rapidly dwindling 
group. 

The A. L. C. is agreed concerning the doctrine 
of conversion, All confess that conversion is 
dependent on man’s lack of willful resistance to 
God’s grace. They admit that every man has a 
natural resistance to God, but they teach that the 
Holy Ghost. removes this natural resistance so 
that man is free to decide whether he will be con- 
verted. If he permits God to convert him he 
If he resists “willfully” he will 
be lost. I have not encountered an A. L. C. 
pastor or professor who was willing to retract 
the old Iowa and Ohio doctrine. 


Many still use the expression “in view of 
faith” when speaking of election. Others teach 
the same doctrine with other expressions. The 
late Dr. M. Rew told me in May, 1943, that he 
had not used the “intuitu fidei” for many years, 
but when I asked him if Iowa had erred in the 
great predestination controversy he denied that it 
had. While the A. L. C. is now willing to enter 
into fellowship with Missouri, on its own terms, 
its members adhere to the old errors and condemn 
the doctrine of Walther. Some seem to think 
Missouri is changing its doctrine. Dean Fendt 
of Capital Seminary in Columbus, Ohio, lectured 
in Dubuque last year and told the Wartburg 
Seminary student body: The St. Louis faculty no 
longer teaches the old doctrine, They use some 


28 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


of the expressions of Stoeckhardt, but the doctrine 
is different. _ 

There is general agreement in the A. L. Cc. 
that certain doctrines of Scripture are open ques- 
tions. Professor A. Engelbrecht calls the principle 
of open, questions “our glorious heritage.” Be- 
cause of this principle, true and false doctrines 
concerning the Church and a millennium are per- 
mitted to exist side by side in the A. L. C. The 
doctrinal difference resulting from this principle 
has made doctrinal discipline practically non- 
existent.in the AL. C. 

The liberals in the A. L. C. join with the con- 
-servatives in upholding these errors. Jn addition 
they teach other falschoods. Dr. W. E. Schuette, 
president of the Eastern District of the A. L. C.,, 
told students, “There are many 
Confessions which we cannot accept today.” Dr. 
A. Jagnow tells his students at Dubuque there is 


no essential difference between the Lutheran and 


Calvinistic doctrines of the Lord’s Supper. He 
frequently charges Scripture with error. He says 
the historic divisions of Christendom were caused 
by “theological refinements” arising from) his- 
torical situations, not by disobedience to the Word 
of God, All churches accept the dogma of the 
New Testament, he claims. Four years ago Dr. 
C. B. Gohdes publicly attacked Article VIT of the 
Formula of Concord and nothing was done about 
it. After our Greek class at Wartburg College 
had translated’ I Cor. 15, 14, Dr. A. Haefner de- 
clared, “I don’t agree with Paul, do you?” 
The trend away from Lutheran teaching is sO 
pronounced that Acting President S. Salzmann 
of Wartburg Seminary has declared, “We'll all 
be Calvinists in another two generations!” An- 


other A. L. C. professor told me, “Missouri would, 


be mad to unite with us!” 


In view of actual conditions in the A. L. C., 
it is very strange that the Lutheran Witness tells 
us there is a trend toward confessionalism among 
Lutherans in America. 

Neit Hiton. 


. 


@ = = Organizationalism 
Within the Church 
A Letter of Dr. F. Pfotenhauer 


The following letter of Dr. F. Pfotenhauer, 
President of the Missouri Synod, 1911-1935, and 
honorary president from the time of his retire- 
ment until his death, we believe, brings into proper 
focus some considerations with regard to organ- 
izationalism within our church which it will prove 
timely to ponder. : 


things in the | 


‘they must protect themselves. 


“Dear Pastor, 


“As I intend to leave for a few days of travel 
tomorrow, I shall reply to your letter immediately. 


“When I-was a student, Dr. Walther told us 
that congregations are the real factors of the 
Church; through them you must accomplish the 
Church’s business. In Germany pious souls have 
united to carry on mission work because congre- 
gations are failing there.” (Cp. also Walther 
Brosamen, p. 282f. — P. H. B.) “These words 
of my teacher have to me remained unforgettable 
and influence me to the present day in my judg- 
ment of society activity within congregations. 
Walther, of course, did not throw out the child 
with the bath ; he, for instance, advocated a 
women’s society within the congregation urider 
the supervision of the pastor. 

“Now we in the first place have our synod. 
The same does not, however, address itself to a 
part of the congregation, but knows only the con- 
gregation as such. Congregations within the 
synod do: such work as congregations are to do. 
Synodical affiliation is in every respect wholesome. 


oy _ . . 
But now there are other associations among 
us which also want to extend themselves over the 
whole synodical domain; which would influence 


every congregation through a part of the congre- 
gation. 


“T shall immediately state at the outset that I 
do not regard these associations as sinful, and 
that I regard their advocates as dear children of 
God, who desire the best interests of the Church ; 
but from this it does not yet follow that they do 
not harbor any dangers within themselves and 
whether the fact of their existence is not a sign 
that also among us congregations are beginning to 
‘fail. Pastors must be clear concerning this mat- 
ter so that they may take a right position and not 
perhaps regard something as a flourishing condi- 
tion which in truth is not such.” . 


The Walther League 


_ “Now here we have the Walther League. The 
same, from its central headquarters, wants to in- 
fluence all young people’s societies, and that to- 
wards training them. That is shown by its pro- 
grams, its literature, and its conventions with a 
full program. I am a friend of the League. 
Youth wants to assemble and also to accomplish 
all kinds of things. The League wants to permit 
itself to be guided, and is guided by experienced 
men, But there lies a danger in the whole en- 
deavor which pastors must see, and against which. 
It is a fact that 
nearly all youth organizations here and in Europe 
have degenerated. They came to be independent 


ene esl 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 29 


factors in the church, with a strongly unionistic 
tendency.” (The reader will not fail to note this 
fact. —- P. H. B.) “The Y. M. C. A. is hardly 
to be called a Christian association anymore.” 


Lutheran Laymen’s League 


“There is, further, the L. L. L. . This asso- 
ciation used to consist of individual men who 
principally concerned themselves with the financial 
condition of the church. Now the L. L. L. has 
reorganized itself. It consists of Men’s Clubs. 
The clubs are according to the new constitution 
to concern, themselves with everything with which 
congregational meetings should be concerned. And 
they are to be guided by a central headquarters: 
If caution is not applied there, then, in the nature 
of things, two factors can arise in the congrega- 
tion which will eventually work against each other, 


since they both have the same sphere of interest.” 


Lutheran Women’s Missionary League 


“Now also an L. W. L. is to be founded. The 
same likewise wants to approach'all congregations, 
through women’s societies. And that, too, toward 
training them. The central office wants to guide 
and instruct’ societies concerning motherhood, race 
suicide, child training, mission work, and the like. 
Those.are matters which the pastor certainly has 
to tell his women. And since the central office 
consists of women, it is certainly questionable 
whether a pastor should accept such a service. 
Also conventions are to be held. 
would take place at the time of the Synod. We 
would have a woman’s department, and in time 
also woman suffrage, since that is in the air. We 
ought to consider whether we wish to help take 
our women out of their great and sufficient sphere 
of activity. If women want to do more mission 
work, it can be done in this way that they are 
perhaps instructed by the mission board of their 
District. 
looking after a woman’s society can do this with- 
out a central office. And if he has no talent, a 
central office will neither help him. 

“The college of presidents” (of the Missouri 

Synod) “will at its next session deliberate con- 
cerning the L. W. L.” 


Valparaiso University 

“We furthermore have the matter of Val- 
paraiso. An effort is now being made throughout 
the whole domain of Synod to build up a perma- 
nent Valparaiso Association, in order, for the 
first, to collect $2,000, 000 ($2,400,000). The 
Board of Directors” (of the Missouri Synod) 
“has not given’ its consent to this. 

“Thus there are four associations which want 
to dominate the whole domain of Synod and turn 


In time these - 


And a pastor who has the talent for . 


to this and that part of the congregation in order 
to accomplish this and that which congregations 
as such in most cases also have to do themselves. 

“It is not to be denied that when one scans 
the whole domain, concern must arise within one, 
and our pastors have to take a proper position 
so that congregations may not lose interest and 
withdraw from the work of the Church in the 
opinion that this is a matter for associations. It 
will have to be conceded that the Church can 
flourish without the activity of associations and 
that the activity of associations is no sign that the 
Church ‘is flourishing. 

“Thus, dear pastor, I have herewith expressed 
my thoughts on your request. You need make’ 
no secret of them. I always gladly express my- 
self, especially when the welfare of our synod is 
concerned, My expressions will then certainly be 
examined, and one can, if they are worthless, re- 
ject them. 

“T should still like to remark that the L. L. L. 
in its last leaflet calls on pastors to examine the - 
association, and, if necessary, to send in criticism. 

“Yours with sincere fraternal greetings, 

F, ProTENHAUER.” 


When one reads the above letter with its 
freely expressed opinions concerning matters at 
issue, showing the confidence that Dr. Pfoten- 
hauer so readily reposed in others, one cannot 


‘help realizing why he in turn so enjoyed the con- 


fidence of others again. Confidence begets con- 
fidence. That, of course, was but as it should 
be in the case of a synod’s servant in his relations 
to his brethren who have entrusted to him the 
highest position of service they have to offer. 
But it will be noted that the subject matter, of the 
letter itself is also of the highest interest, and 
most timely, today. We may at some future time 


‘ take occasion to come back to this letter arid dis~ 


cuss some of the important matters on which it 
so nicely touches. In the meanwhile, we are sure, 
brethren will welcome our having brought the 
letter to their attention, in a. translation by the 
undersigned. 

Pau. H. Buropore. 


© Notes on the Minneapolis- 
St. Paul All-Lutheran Seminar 


_.One of the “All-Lutheran” Seminars, spon- 
sored by the American Lutheran Conference 
throughout the country, was held in Minneapolis 
on October 29, 1947, 

The morning was occupied by a report of the 
Lund Assembly of the Lutheran World Federa- 
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tion by Dr. Oscar A. Benson. The usual things 
that were reported concerning Lund were repeated 
here, with the exception of a few personal ob- 
servations by Dr. Benson, such as the following: 


“Those in attendance from America thrilled 
at the unity of desire in all representatives to pro- 
claim the Church’s position on social as well as 
theological issues.” ‘Throughout the discussions 
— brief though they were — and, in the various 
presentations, one could sense a definite demand 
for tolerance, that is, open-mindedness, especially 
towards fellow-Lutherans.” It was felt by the 
majority of Americans that Dr. Nygren, the new 
president-elect of the Federation, was a good 
choice in that “he can hold his own for conserva- 
tive Lutheranism against the increasing influence 
of Barthianism.” 


Somewhat critical were the expressions that 
‘there was a “definite lack of democratic’ methods 
of procedure and a prevalence of the power and 
authority of the hierarchy,” and that “not too 
much interest was shown by anyone outside 
America’ in what the Lutheran World Federation 
was doing,” in spite of the fact that the intention 
was to make a big. impression and exert much 
influence. 


Speakers at this Seminar expressed definite 
satisfaction over the unionistic practices (Com- 
munion and prayer fellowship) as well as the 
general unionistic atmosphere prevalent at Lund. 


The afternoon session was opened with prayer 
by the Rev. W.. Melahn of the Missouri Synod. 
This act of joint worship was unionistic, of 
course. Even the contention that, under certain 
circumstances, joint prayer may be permissible 
when those who differ in doctrine are trying to 
come to agreement, could not be applied here. For 
this Seminar was not held for the purpose of re- 
moving existing differences in doctrine and prac- 
tice, and no time was set aside for the discussion 
of any doctrine at all. (See the Bible passages 
in the Brief Statement, Par. 28 and 29.) 


The Rev. H. Lindemann (Missouri Synod) 
presented the paper in the afternoon. Here are 
some strange sentences from his presentation: 
“To assist the Church in her teaching the Holy 
Ghost has given us the inspired truth.” “Narrow- 
mindedness is caused by arrogance against new 
truths, such arrogance preventing a balanced men- 
tality. .. . We should, rather than repeat what 
others have said, present the truths for which 
- we have wrestled. . . . Such preaching will make 
the Church alive.” “There is too much tendency 
toward the holding of traditions.” At the close 
of the paper Dr. Benson remarked: “Independent 
thinking was quite evident.” 


800 invitations had been sent out. However, 
the morning sessions were attended by a mere 
thirty men, and the afternoon sessions revealed 
less in attendance than in the morning. This fact 
was quite generally deplored, as was the reported 
“poor attendance” at the other seminars in the 
series. 

O. G, ScHupMANN. 


© The Ecumenical Movement 
Marches On 


You have heard, and you will hear much more, 
about the ecumenical movement. You should 
know what is meant by it, what progress it is 
making, and to what an extent Lutherans are 
taking part in it. 


Ecumenical means universal. The Ecumenical 
Church is one and the same with the Holy Catholic 
Church, the Universal Church, the Holy Christian 
Church. 


The ecumenical. movement is an effort to 
unite also outwardly those who profess the Chris- 
tian faith. Really, all true Christians are even 
now one. God’s apostle says, “There is one body 
and one Spirit, one Lord, one faith, one Baptism, 
one God and Father of all, who is above all and 
through all and in you all”’ It will never be 
possible also outwardly to unite them.all, because. 
many who profess the Christian faith are not 
Christians indeed, not even outwardly, even if 
they think they are; and many who are Chris- 
tians indeed will properly refuse to unite in wor- 
ship and church work with those who teach either 
much or a little that is false. : 


The World Council of Churches 


Unionistic endeavor will reach its greatest 
height in the summer of 1948. The first meeting 
of the World Council of Churches will take place 
in Amsterdam, Holland, from August 24 to Sep- 
tember 5. The meeting will be limited to 450 
delegates. They will represent 106 church bodies 
in 37 countries (as of the beginning of 1947). 
Some Lutheran synods are included, among them 
the American Lutheran Church, the Augustana 
Lutheran Church, and the United Lutheran 
Church of our country. Preliminary meetings 
were held, the last one at Utrecht, 1938, where a 
provisional committee was appointed and a con- 
stitution adopted. The constitution will govern 
the meeting in Holland until altered. Its basis is 
stated as follows: 


The World Council of Churches is a fellow- 
ship of Churches which accept our Lord Jesus 
Christ as God and Savior. 


. 
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A Deceptive Basis 
The basis thus stated is deceivingly worded. 
At the first glance it will appear to the naive that 
nobody may belong who is a modernist, and not 
a believer in the full deity of our Lord Jesus. 


_ Actually, liberal American churchmen are taking 


/ an active part in this movement. 


Among them 


» was Dr, William Adams Brown, author of some 
' twenty books in our libraries, including Toward 
_ A United Church, printed in 1946, three years 
' after his death. If this book does not make per- 
' fectly clear to the reader what this man believed, 
' let him read also his Beliefs That Matter, where 
» we find this: “Jesus has been represented as pos- 
: sessing certain attributes such as omnipotence and 
- omniscience, Apart from the difficulty of recon- 


ciling this with the fact of human limitations 
which the Gospel presents, it fails to do justice to 


' the real reasons on which the faith in His deity 


: rests. 


When we say that we believe in the deity 


‘ of Jesus Christ we do not mean that God is in 
' Jesus quantitatively, as one can put jewels in a 


! box,” 


But the Word of God does say, “In Him 


» dwelleth all the fullness of the Godhead bodily.” 
' What Brown and others mean by their belief in 


Jesus’ deity is that “God shows through this par- 
ticular man what He is like and what He is doing.” 
This is not our faith, who say with Luther that 
we know no other God than Him who was a 
Child in the womb of Mary. — Modernists like 
Brown talk of the deity of Jesus thus to ensnare 
the simple. When they find that others balk at 
calling Jesus God, they are willing to change their 
language. In his book Toward A United Church 
Brown wrote, when speaking of questions to be 
settled when the Council meets in 1948, “The 


phrase referring to Jesus as God and Savior puts 


- obstacles in the way of liberal bodies like the 
' Friends because it seems to commit them to a 
. definite theological formula. They would prefer, 
. therefore, a biblical phrase like ‘the God and 
' Father of our Lord Jesus Christ’.”’” — The ecu- 


menical movement, then, as promoted by men like 
Brown, does not even require the fundamental 
faith in the full deity of Jesus. Those Christians 
who take part in it will be unequally yoked with 
infidels, and our Lord says, “Come out from 
among them and be ye separate.” 


The Lutheran World Federation 
Unfortunately, if not surprisingly, some Lu- 


| therans are committed to participation in the 


WORLD COUNCIL. As stated before, eight 
synods will send representatives. There is also 
the Lutheran World Federation, which has been 
invited to send its executive secretary to the Coun- 
cil meeting. This invitation was extended, no 
doubt, because the Federation, too, is regarded as 


‘man to save himself, 


one of the many ecumenical movements, looking 
to the eventual union of all churches called Chris- 
tian. The Lutheran World Federation is not a 
member of the Council, chiefly, we may well be- 
lieve, because it is church bodies, not general or- 
ganizations that are to be its members. Just what 
the relation of such bodies as the Federation is 
to be in the Council, is another matter to be dis- 
cussed when it meets. They are sure to receive 
recognition and a voice somehow. — The LU- 
THERAN WORLD FEDERATION, itself an 
ecumenical movement, until 1947 known as the 
LUTHERAN WORLD CONVENTION, dates 
back to 1923, when its first meeting was held in 
Eisenach, Germany. This meeting “discovered” 
that essential unity exists among all Lutherans in 
spite of differences. So the Lutheran World 
Almanac of 1938 states. War relief work was the 
need which caused the meeting. This body meets 
once in five years, as voted in Paris in 1935. Its 
confessional basis is chiefly Luther’s Small. 
Catechism and the Augsburg Confession. How- 
ever, its executive committee of six men has shown 
interest in, and desire to, cooperate with general 
ecumenical movements, such as the World Council 
of Churches. In 1936 this committee (which in- 
cluded Dr. Ralph Long, now executive director 
of the National Lutheran Council of our country) 
said, “It is held that wholesale disaster in the 
Christian Church can only be averted by close 
integration between ‘the Christian forces of the 
world.” Since the following year, 1937, participa- 
tion in the World Council and similar movements 
has been debated and in favor of it there has been 
pointed out that “Lutherans have always recog- 
nized that God’s true Church is everywhere where 
Word and Sacrament are found.” 

However, as the conditions for Lutheran par- 
ticipation in co-operative movements of general 
organizations belief in the following doctrines 
was declared necessary: 1. The Fatherhood of 
God, and sonship of all believers through Christ. 
2. Christ’s deity. 3. The Holy Spirit’s sanctifying 
activity. 4. Importance of God’s Word and the 
Sacraments as His means. 5. Authority of the 
Scriptures. 6. Universality of sin and inability of 
7. The love and righteous- 
ness of God, who for Christ’s sake bestows for- 


_giveness. 8. The present existence of the King- 


dom of God, not as an external, but as a spiritual 
reality. 9, The hope of Christ’s second coming 
to judgment. — These conditions, if lived up to, 
would keep the Lutheran churches out of the 
World Council, but some are already in it. 


National Lutheran Council 


In our country we have the National Lutheran 
Council, membership in which has been suggested 
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a are 


to our Synod. It was founded in 1918 and so is 
five years older than the Lutheran World Conven- 
tion, of which it is in a. way the forerunner, and 
for which it serves as the National Agency in 
America. It includes the United Lutheran Church 
and the American Lutheran Conference (the latter 
body comprising the American Lutheran Church, 
the Augustana Lutheran Church, the Norwegian 
“Fy, Lutheran Church,” the Danish “United Ev. 
Lutheran Church,” and the Lutheran - Free 
Church) and two other small, independent bodies. 
The co-operative endeavor of the National Lu- 
theran Council first consisted in aid to the suf- 
ferers from the first World War. It never was 
purely an organization for co-operation in ex- 
ternals only, as the work of missions suffering 
from the war was a primary consideration. Since 
the Lutheran World Convention became strong 
enough to. oversee work abroad, the Lutheran 
Council has concentrated on work at home: as 
Lutheran representative before the nation and its 


states, in regard to missions, chaplaincies, spiritual’ 


work at C. C. C. camps, etc.; gathering statistics 
for churches; preparing standard Lutheran refer- 
ence works for libraries; supplying articles on the 
Lutheran Church for encyclopedias and the like; 
gathering and releasing Lutheran news; translat- 
ing outstanding Lutheran books of foreign origin; 
studying social trends and opposing what is evil 
-—— divorces, gambling, pornographic literature, 
Communism; etc. — inner mission work. It 
is plainly an effort at Lutheran unity and church 
work without regard to doctrinal differences, and 
also its tie-up with the Lutheran World Federa- 
tion and through this body with the World Coun- 
cil of Churches makes membership in it of our 
Synodical Conference seem preposterous. 


The American Lutheran Conference 


Another Lutheran organization is the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference. 
1930, the same year in which the former Ohio, 
. lowa, and Buffalo synods formed the American 
‘Lutheran Church. The Conference includes, be- 
sides the American Lutheran Church, the Nor- 
wegian Lutheran Church (now known as The 
I-vangelical Lutheran Church), the. Augustana 
Lutheran Church, the (Danish) United Ev. Luth. 
Church, and the Lutheran Free Church. Four 
national streams out of Europe converged in this 
church body: German, Norwegian, Danish, 
Swedish. Efforts to effect fellowship with other 
Lutheran synods, the United Lutheran Church 
and the Missouri Synod, have been made by the 
Conference especially since 1937. Its basis for 
membership is not full agreement in doctrines. 
Some of its member synods are more liberal than 


- apply the. third paragraph also ‘in 


It came into being in - 


others ; none in all respects confesses the satye 
faith with | us. } 


The Synodical Conference 

A union based on the same interpretation oi 
the true Lutheran faith is found in our Synodiqi 
Conference, founded in 1872, at Milwaukee. Dr. 
Walther preached the opening sermon. The Ohia 
Synod first belonged to it, but left in 1881 because 
it did not have the same doctrine on predestination 
and related teachings of the Bible as we. Othei 
changes took place. The English Synod of i! 
became a district in 1911. The Illinois Synod 
joined the Illinois districts of the Missouri Synod 
The Minnesota Synod and the: Michigan Synod 
ecame a part of the Wisconsin Synod. Thi 
third ‘paragraph of its constitution declares thai 
the Synodical Conference “gives expression o| 
the unity of the spirit and promotes unity in doc; 
trine and practice.” It, too, wants to unite a 
Lutherans of America and of the world, but ai 
one orthodox body. The unity of faith in thy 
Synodical Conference is to this day truly remarie! 
able, though occasionally it has been necessary ti 
‘removin! 
threatening disturbances to the unity of doctrin} 
‘and practice.” Affiliated in the Synodical Cory} 
ference we now find the Missouri Synod, the Wisi . 
consin Synod, the Norwegian Synod of the Amer; 
ican Lutheran Church, and the Slovak Evangeliceyi 
Lutheran Church of America. In harmony wit]; 
us are also the German Lutheran Free Churc} 
and the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Australia) 
None of these synods belong to the World Cour’ 
cil. the Lutheran World Convention, the N: ationay: 
Lutheran Council, and this is in keeping with the! 
principle so well laid down by the Lutherans q” 
Marburg, in 1529: No church fellowship so long! 
as one clear doctrine of the Bible divides us. 

There is every reason why the Synodical Con’: 
ference should, over against the unionistic move’ 
anents of our day, go on with its own program o%: 
@ fuller realization of a truly Evangelical Luther, ay 


Synodical Conference of the World. 3 


Karu ‘H. Enters, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Some Light 


There are some words on the correspondence 
page of the A. L. C. Lutheran Standard (Sept: 
27, 1947, p. 5) which we can fully endorse: : 

“T am sure that all true Lutherans desire rea! 
Lutheran unity, Poway I wonder if we ate 
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first of all, we ought to answer the question, 
‘What is it that makes a church Lutheran? The 
answer is: Strict adherence to the Lutheran Con- 
fessions. . 

“The only way for all Lutheran groups in 
America to achieve real Lutheran unity is for 
all of us to return to the confessions of our 
church. Are we of the American Lutheran Church 


willing to do so? I sometimes wonder. It seems 


as if many of our pastors minimize their impor- 
tance. Some act as if the Confessions are too 
antiquated for the present, age. On the other hand, 
we talk about the stubbornness of the Synodical 
Conference. But really, is it any wonder that they 
look on us with suspicion?” 


Norwegians Debate 


The contention in the Lutheran Herald of the 
Evangelical Lutheran Church (Norwegian) re- 
garding proposed membership in the World Coun- 
cil of Churches has taken.a new turn. The advo- 
cates of membership had presented their argu- 
ments in long, but noteworthy, articles, being a 
re-hash of the usual unionistic party line. But a 
reaction seems to have set in. Quite a bit of 
space in the Herald has been given to those who 
oppose membership, as well as to those who favor 
it. We have been watching this debate for a half 
year, and we consider the following excerpts note- 
worthy: 


- An article entitled “A Matter of Conscience” 


by Julian G. Anderson (Sept. 9, 1947, p. 875) 
closes with this plea: “. . . here is an organization 
that ridicules the inspiration and inerrancy of 
Scripture and the blood atonement of Christ — 
doctrines which are fundamental to Lutheran 
theology. Those are statements of .unbelievers, 
and Scripture clearly teaches us, ‘Be not unequally 
yoked together with unbelievers’ (11 Cor. 6:14). 


“Eow, then, can we join hands with such a 
group of modernists.and unbelievers? How can 
we say to the world, by our actions, that we ap- 

rove their denials, that we are one with them? 
We cannot! If it was a matter of conscience with 
Luther at Marburg that he could not give the 
right hand of fellowship to Zwingli, who denied 


the real presence in the Supper, surely it must be . 
a matter. of conscience with us today that we can-' 


not give the right hand of fellowship to those who 
not only deny the real presence, but also the iner- 
rancy of Scripture and the atonement of Christ. 
Membership in the World Council is a matter of 
- conscience; it involves unionism, and unionism is 
a sin which we dare not commit.” (Emphases in 
original.) 
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all willing to pay the price. It seems to me that, 
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One wonders what the wri 

he saw a description of the ae a a 
demned, on the following page, in an article o ie 
World Conference of Christian Youth Also this 
on the preceding page: “LUTHERAN YOUTH 
NOT ISOLATIONIST. More than two hundred 
and fifty of the delegates to the second Wo Id 
Conference of Christian Youth in Oslo were heme 
bers of the Lutheran Church, the largest denomi- 
national group to attend the sessions.” 


_ A writer in the correspondence column poses 
several pertinent questions, of which we quote the 
following: “Question Three: Can we, in our con- 
sideration of this problem, profit from history? 
Is there any parallel, anywhere, in the history of 
church polity to which we may refer, from which 
we may draw reasonable conclusions? What of: 
the German Prussian Union of the last century? 
Was it not to have constituted a loosely-knit or- 
ganization? We know, historically, that what was 
begun there as external unity, resulted in religious 
compromise. Have we, in our generation, any- 
thing to fear by way of comparison? 


“Question Four: Can there be union (any kind 
of union, loose or closely knit) except upon a 
doctrinal basis? (By doctrinal unity is not meant 
agreement as to whether or not Adam ate an 
apple or an orange in Eden, but unanimity on 
what for centuries has constituted the true marks 
of a-Christian Church !) 


“Question Five: Do the leaders of our Church, 
men who now create responsibilities which we who 
are young must some day shoulder, do they think 
in terms of generations? 


“Question Six: If, in terms of generations, 
this affiliation shall ultimately mean my kneeling 
at the Sacramental table with one who does not 
believe he receives Christ’s body and blood, will 
we have accomplished our purpose?” (Lutheran 
Herald, September 9, p. 887.) 


Quotes Romans 16 : 


But the best article of all comes in the Lutheran 
Herald.of Sept. 16, p. 902. The title is “Beware 
of False Prophets” and the author Norman B. 
Harstad, who says among other things: “The 
World Council of Churches faces the Lutheran 
Church today with the question of faith or un- 
belief. Will we follow the Bible or the multitudes, 
the unity of faith or the false unity of numbers? 
‘Beware of false prophets,’ is Jesus’ charge to us 
as the Bible Church is tempted away into a union 
of adultery with unbelief. The Bible is very clear 
ion the matter of unionism. St. Paul writes in 
Romans, the 16th chapter, ‘Now I beseech you, 
brethren, mark them which cause divisions and 
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offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned; and avoid them. For they that are such 
serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own 
belly; and by good words and fair speeches de- 
ceive the hearts of the simple.’ . . . Think of the 
united voice we would have, united in unbelief! 
. . . Nor can you tell the false prophet by look- 
ing at him. You must examine his doctrine. 
You must decide, ‘Is this the Word of God or is 
it from man that he speaks? Is he serving Christ 
or his own belly?’ 

“Jesus is God! The false prophet says He is 
not. Jesus has died to take away the guilt and 
punishment of our sins! The false prophet says 
He has not. Jesus does hear our prayers! The 
false prophet says Jesus is dead. The God-man 
of the Bible took bread in the Last Supper and 
said, ‘This is My body,’ and of the wine He said, 
‘This is My blood! The false prophet says it 1s 
only bread and wine.” (Emphases in original.) 


Perhaps it isa hopeless battle. These men 
must be given credit for trying to hold the line. 


It should be noted, to the credit of the Editor 
of the Lutheran Herald, that he gives space to 
writers who have a different personal opinion, in 
debated matters, than he has. : 


What Can Lutherans Share? 


An article bearing this title, by Alton M. Mot- 
ter, in the Lutheran of Oct. 15, 1947, p. 19-20 
(emphases in original) treats the subject of inter- 
denominational cooperation. The author main- 
tains that “the Lutheran Church can make some 
distinctive contributions to this flow of ecumenical 
Christianity.” Our curiosity is aroused. What 
may these things be? He proceeds: 


“After a year of experience, as the third Lu- 
teran pastor to become an executive of an inter- 
denominational city council of ‘churches, I am 
deeply convinced that we can share the following: 


“First: Lutherans are noted all over the world 
for strong inner mission passion. Orphanages, 
-homes for the aged... . It is in this field that 
Lutherans can probably make their greatest con- 
tribution in shaping the larger ministry of the 
Protestants, 

“Second: We have a distinctive liturgy and 
high sense of church architecture. 


“Third: We tend to have a ugh conception 
of the church and her pastors. We teach our 
young people to have respect for church and 
pastor. 


“Fourth: The Lutheran Church is also noted 
for its stabilizing theological convictions. Whether 
always true or not, Lutherans are supposed to 
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know what we believe. . . . ‘Like a mighty for. | 
tress’ is a word-picture of their deep beliefs in | 
the realm of theology and the Christian life.” | 
(Just how non-Lutherans might receive a gen. | 
erous share of deep Lutheran beliefs is not made | 
clear. But this is supposed to happen by means ! 
of the unionistic formula.) ei 


i 
! 


Improving? | 

The same article recommends a revival of | 
Schmucker’s “Plan of Union.” It says: “In the: 
fourth volume of the Inter-Seminary Series ‘To-| 
ward World-Wide Christianity’ edited by Dr. Q_: 
Frederick Nolde, credit is given to Dr, Samuel! 
Schmucker, founder of the Lutheran Theological: 
Seminary, Gettysburg, Pa., for the first step to— 
ward real co-operation ‘among the Protestant de 
nominations of America. This was Dr. Schmuck_! 
er’s ‘Plan of Union,’ published exactly 100 years} 
ago. Init, he proposed that the respective! 
denominations retain their existing identity, o,_| 


‘ganization, and customs, but that they unite in al 


free sacramental and ministerial fellowship in the} 
‘Common Cause of Christianity.’ This co-opera—| 
tion was to be expressed in joint printing ang 
‘circulation of the Scriptures and religious tracts 

educational works, and missionary activities, _ 


— 


fluence for Protestant co-operation. In recentj 
years, the influence of the United Lutheran! 
Church in this direction has increased.” 


“Such was the beginning of Lutheran in 


There is a striking parallel between Schmuck! 
er’s sorry activities, described in F. Bente’s: 
American Lutheranism, II, p. 63, and the present 
N. L. C, Lutherans’ hankerings after world con~; 
nections. No improvement is evident. They,: 
too, are rather ‘‘set in their ways.” : 


F. L. C. National Convention 


Under the heading “Men Get Together” the 
Lutheran (Sept. 3, 1947, p. 6) brings the follow~ 
ing report: “Free-lance organization of Lutheran’ 
men’s groups, known as the Federation of Lu~ . 
theran Clubs, elected officers at a two-day conven~: 
tion in Cleveland last month. President is Her~’ 
man A, Polack of Cleveland, a member of the 
Missouri Synod. Secretary is Ernst P. Scott, a: 
layman active in affairs of the United Lutheran: 
Church. 


“The federation seeks to cross all Lutheran: 
synodical lines in enrolling men’s groups. One; 
of its chief ambitions is’ to bring about Lutheran. 
unity. 

“Speakers at the Cleveland meeting included | 
Dr. Ralph H. Long of the National Lutheran; 
Council and Dr. Joseph A. Sittler, Jr., Chicago. 
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Seminary professor. Sixty-eight Jaymen reg- 
istered for the sessions.” 


The Lutheran Standard (Sept. 6, 1947, p. 12) 
adds that “the delegates gave Dr. Long an ovation 
lasting several minutes,” and proceeds to clarify 
the membership question: “The purpose of this 
organization is to exert a Lutheran influence in 
the social issues of the day. It will accept into 
membership individual men or local Lutheran 
Brotherhoods or Lutheran service and dinner 
clubs. Thus the Brotherhood of the American 
Lutheran Church as such is not eligible for mem- 
bership but all of the individual brotherhoods of 
the American Lutheran Church are. The aim is 
to have prominent Lutheran laymen speak with 
a united voiée on social affairs, both in the national 
sphere and ‘in the local communities.” 

This F. L. C. deserves every confessional- 
minded Lutheran’s attention, to say the least. It 
seems to be the spearhead of the “union now” 
party, laymen’s branch. 

Bishops 

A long letter in the correspondence column of 
the Lutheran Herald (Oct. 14, 1947) pleads for 
the election of bishops’ to life-time tenure of 
office. The well-intended letter has this para- 


graph: “As an overseer the bishop would be’ 


vitally interested and concerned that the pastors 
in his district are rightly dividing the Word of 
God, and that they preach the Law and the Gos- 
pel according to the Confessions of the Lutheran 
Church. It is a growing temptation for some of 
the pastors in our day to ascend the pulpit stairs 
with something more of a lecture than a sermon, 
giving the people that which they like — instead 
of what they need. If we had bishops such a 
pastor would be admonished and helped to mend 
his ways.” 
The wrong medicine for a serious malady. 


; ' Dancing 

In the Lutheran of Sept. 17, 1947, several 
pages are devoted to pictures, advertising a 
United Lutheran Church college. On p. 19 is 
a picture of a college dance, with the caption: 
“Big Social Events of the year are the college 
dances. Most of them are in the gymnasium. The 
floor is fine... . the orchestra plenty good... . 
and Patty has no complaint about the men. This 
is her first ‘formal’ and she is quite sure it won’t 
be the last.” 

What next? 

A. V. Kuster. 


"A Pastor in Nebraska 
Pours Out His Heart 


_ “T have just finished reading the Confessional 
Lutheran. I feel sick at heart. It certainly seems 
that the Forty-and-Four and their  fellow- 
travelers are very active in dragging our synod 
into an antiscriptural union. Doctrine and Chris- 
tian practice seem to have become more or less a 
side'issue. Where is it going to end? What is 
being done by the officials of our synod to stem 
this tide? What can we do to prod them into 
God-pleasing action? Perhaps they are acting 
already. If so, I must say that here in Nebraska 
a person does not hear anything of it. 


' 


“T am deeply concerned about the future of 
our synod. If this fraternizing with members of 
synods not in doctrinal agreement with us con- 
tinues, I see stormy days ahead. It seems to me 
that at present it is going from bad to worse. 
I have a feeling — perhaps I am wrong — that 
privately propaganda is being made for the cause 
of the Forty-and-Four. Some months ago I 
wanted to delve into this matter in our circuit con- 
ference, but was counseled to wait until we re- 
ceive more definite inforniation and instruction 
from headquarters. But such information and in- 
struction does not seem to be forthcoming. What 
is a person to do? I feel that something should 
be done, and soon. 


, 


“Though our laymen here do not seem to be. 


too well informed on this matter, still some seem 
to have heard just enough to be confused. At 


cour last officers’ and laymen’s conference our 
delegate reported on the Centennial Convention. ~ 
‘What impressed him was that those speaking in 


favor of the union movement were men of 
prominence in our synod and those who spoke 
against it were for the most part men of whom 
he had never heard. His conclusion? He was 
not. too certain, but felt that it was probably 
alright, since it was supported by such prominent 
men. 


“You probably know that Dr.. Theo. Graebner 
lectured on Lutheran Union at our pastoral retreat 
in Fremont on November 17. At the very out- 
set he said in effect that it belonged to good 
manners not to mention the Confessional Lu- 
theran. .(In his reply to this brother, our cir- 
culation manager could write him: ‘I was won- 
dering what caused the surge of subscriptions in 
Nebraska.’ — Edit.) He was,asked to answer a 
number of questions, to give his interpretation of 
Romans 16,,17, to explain meetings and services 
held in St. Louis when students from other 
seminaries visited our Concordia, etc. In every 
case he seemed to try to shift the burden, and his 


t 
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answers were vague and unsatisfactory. And we 
were told in an indirect way that we had not 
learned enough to know anything about the fine 
points of interpreting Scripture. We were very 
much disappointed when Dr. Graebner was reap- 
pointed to the editorial staff of the Lutheran Wit- 
ness. »We would like to see unbiased reporting 
in our official paper and the true doctrinal posi- 
tion stressed. So many things of other Lutheran 
churches are reported in a favorable light, or 
without comment, and people are left to draw their 
own conclusions. 


“I felt I had to write someone about these 
things. We have many conservative men in 
Nebraska as is indicated by the fact that only two 
men of our synod attended the ‘seminar’ at Fre- 
mont on November 5. We would like to do some- 
thing to stir our men to action. Perhaps you, or 
someone on the Confessional Lutheran staff can 
give me some helpful suggestions. I would ap- 
preciate it very much. 


“Enclosed you will find my check, for which 
you will please renew my membership and also 
send the Confessional Lutheran to the seven 
.. addresses I am giving you. I believe that the last 
named two rather prominent laymen will be 
benefitted by reading the Confessional Lutheran, 


“And now, may the Lord of the Church 
graciously lead us who are in responsible posi- 
tions to confess Him boldly and to be humble 
champions of the Truth.” 


© What Our Readers Say 


- From a Layman, Not of the 
Synodical Conference 
-“T am glad that you told the story (of the 
situation in the Missouri Synod) so fully in the 
January issue of the Confessional Lutheran. This 


number should, if possible, be placed in the hands | 


of every pastor in the Missouri Synod. It is 
too bad that men, taking advantage of the official 
organ and advantage of strategic positions, should 
destroy the peace of the Missouri Zion to the 
extent that these men have. But the movement 


they have started is likely to do greater harm than — 


merely destroying the peace of Synod. Too many 
of them, I fear, have yielded to blandishment and 
” flattery.” 


From a Pastor in the East 


“ach time the Confessional Lutheran arrived 
I have said: I should write you to commend you 
for your timely and important articles. But I do 
not remember that I actually sent any comments 


to you. Today the January issue came, and ] 
must thank you for it without delay. Your article, 
‘Lessons from the Life of Bad Bishop Brown! 
was most interesting and striking, and at the same | 
time pointed very clearly to the one way in which 
sound Lutheranism can be preserved in our 
midst.” 


From a Well Known Author and 
Leader in the Missouri Synod 
“I do not know how many tokens of recogni. 
tion and appreciation come to your desk, but [ 
just want to let you know that I value the 
January number of the Confessional Lutheran 
very highly. I hope that every member of the 
presidium and of the faculty in St. Louis gets 
a copy.” . 


From a Pastor in Cleveland, Ohio 


“Today I received and read in its entirety your 
January issue. Excellent! Let those find fault 
with it who will. It brings a chapter that had to 
be written.” 


© Tracts 


Doctrinal Differences Between the Synodi. 
cal Conference and the American Lutheran 
Church: No. 1, A Summary View (Second) 
Printing); No. 2, The Inspiration and Iner~ 
rancy of Holy Scripture; No. 3, The Clearness 
of Holy Scripture; No. 4, Conversion; No, 5 
Predestination; No. 5b, Scriptural Require- 
ments of a Union Platform. 


Price of each tract: 5 cents per copy, 50 
cents per dozen, $3.00 per 100. All postpaid. 


Also Rom. 16:17-20 by Prof. E. W. A. 
Koehler, D.D. Price: 15 cents for single 
copy. Quantity rates on request. 


Order from: Tract Department, C. L. P. B., 
Box 4, Elizabeth, Illinois. 
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It is indeed gratifying to know that in this 
day of confessional indifference, indefiniteness, 
and indecision more and more individuals, congre- 
gations, and conferences are realizing the neces- 
sity of declaring themselves over against current 
errors which have been sceking admittance among 
us. May the example of this conference encour- 
age many others to take similar clear-cut action! 

P. H. Bureporr. 


© <A Union im the Truth 


Our brethren in the Lutheran Free Church in 
Germany have succeeded in achieving doctrinal 
agreement with the Synod of Breslau (“Tv.-Luth. 
Kirche Altpreussens”), and the two church 
bodies have established fraternal relations with 
each other. 

After the experiences which we have had in 
this country some might be inclined to question 
the soundness of this union. However, the theses 
which give expression to the agreement which 
has been reached show that any misgivings in 


this respect are not justified. Comparing the 
“Einigungssaetze” (Propositions of Agreement) 
with the Chicago Theses, the A. L. C. Declara- 
tion, and the Doctrinal Affirmation, which for 
some time were considered by some as adequate 
platforms for establishing church fellowship with 
the American Lutheran Church, one is favorably 
impressed by the clear, unambiguous presentatiox 
of the truth in theses and antitheses and by the 
absence of loopholes in this document of agree- 
ment. The doctrines which are set forth in it are 
those of the Holy Scriptures, Conversion, Pre- 
destination, the Church and its Ministry, of the 
Last Things, such as Antichrist, and rejection of 
Chiliasm. These are the doctrines which in 
former years were in controversy between Breslau 
and the Free Church. 


I. The Holy Scriptures 


In this first chapter the plenary inspiration and 
inerrancy of the Bible in every respect are plainly 
confessed. The term “verbal inspiration” is pre- 
cisely defined and hedged against misunderstand- 
ing and misrepresentation as though it might 
signify a theory of mechanical dictation whereby 
the inner life of the writers was extinguished. At 
the same time it is plainly stated that the Holy 
Ghost has inspired the whole Scriptures as to 
their contents and formation of words, so that thé 
Bible not merely contains the Word of God, but; 
in its entire extent, is the unbreakable and error 
less Word of God. 

The rule of faith (“regula fidei”) according 
to which Scripture is to be understood is define 
as the clear passages of Scripture which revea 
the individual doctrines, but not a man-made 
“whole of the Scriptures.” The term “ope? 
question,” is rightly defined as questions which 
are not decided by clear Scripture passages sO 
that open questions must remain open question 
in this life. 

This confession regarding the Scriptures of} 
the part of Breslau means a return to the origina 
position of this synod. The fathers of this church 
body, such as Greve, Fengler, Rohnert, and other? 
had been outstanding witnesses and champions 0 
verbal inspiration and the inerrancy of the Scrip@ 
tures. But the younger generation had been t? 
some extent influenced by modern theories an 
skepticism concerning the Bible. 


IIA. Conversion 


In considering the theses of the “Einigung9” 
saetze” on conversion and election, it must be kep 
in mind that the Synod of Breslau had never ac, 
cepted the newer mode of teaching as it develope 4 
in the lowa and Ohio Synods during: the secon’ 
decade of this century. Far from assenting ¢ 


\ 
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this new phraseology, Breslau saw in the changed 
language of Iowa and Ohio a dangerous com- 
pliance with the doctrine of Missouri. Dr. Slotty, 
a Breslau theologian, gave vent to his misgivings 
in this respect in a painphlet in which he warned 
against this supposed danger. (A. Huebner, 
“Breslau oder Missouri?”, p. 7.) It is not to be 
wondered at that Breslau theologians did not see 
through the true nature of the changed phrase- 
ology of Iowa and Ohio, since there are even 
to this-day theologians in the Missouri Synod who 
still imagine that the present terminology of the 
American Lutheran Church in the doctrine of 
conversion and election means a partial acceptance 
of our doctrine. If they do this in spite of 
abundant evidence to the contrary, how much 
more would Breslau theologians who were not 
in contact with our opponents be inclined to take 
their changed language as a sign of change in 
doctrine ! 

The difference between Breslau and the Lu- 
theran Free Church in Germany has always been 
the same as existed between such German theo- 
fogians as Diekhoff, Luthardt, Rohnert, and others 
on the one hand, and the Missouri Synod on the 
other hand. It has been practically the same 
difference which ‘existed between Melanchthon’s 
synergism and the doctrine of the Formula of 
Concord. As late as 1927, Dr. Slotty still defended 
the statement that some are converted “because 
they fulfill the condition which God demands of 
them, namely, the free human assent to God’s 
grace” (Breslau oder Missouri?, p. 95), and 
similar assertions. 

Examining the theses of agreement, we find 
that the difference, as it had always existed be- 
tween Breslau and the Free Church, has been 
settled completely. The fact that the joint con- 
fession of the Scriptural truth is genuine is al- 
ready safeguarded by the circumstance that the 
doctrine of conversion is based on the objective 
justification of the whole world of sinners, a 
point which to this day remains a crux for the 
American Lutheran Church. The article of con- 
version begins with the words: “In the doctrine 
of conversion the Biblical conception of the sav- 
ing grace of God must be unremittingly adhered 
to and fully asserted. This grace of God rests 
on the universal justification of the whole world 
of sinners in Christ and in the gracious disposition 
of God which He for Christ’s sake bears toward 
all sinners.” With this statement as a starting 
point the whole presentation of the doctrine of 
conversion is led into the right channel. 

As is to be expected after this introductory 
statement, the whole presentation of the doctrine 
of conversion is a continuous chain of Scriptural 
statements and of rejections of synergistic errors, 


and leaves no loopholes for any mental reserva- 
tions. Irresistible grace is rightly rejected, and 
this rejection is substantiated by reference to the 
fact that the majority of those who are called by 
the Gospel frustrate their salvation through per- 
sistent wilful resistance, so that their perdition is 
entirely their own fault. This is Lutheran and 
Scriptural doctrine as it has always been taught 
by the Synodical Conference. The mere fact that 
the same grace which converts sinners is thwarted 
by wilful resistance which persists to the end 
proves without contradiction that saving grace 
does not work irresistibly or by force. To assert 
that saving grace which is actually frustrated by 
many works irresistibly would be sheer nonsense. 

This truth is entirely different from the teach- 
ing of the former Ohio and Iowa Synods and the 
present American Lutheran Church, They contend 
that there are two different kinds of resistance, 
one kind which they term “natural resistance,” 
which they claim is always overcome by the Holy 
Ghost in conversion, and another kind which they 
term “wilful resistance.’ Of this other kind 
they have always taught, and still teach, that its 
very existence renders any further operation of 
the Holy Ghost in the heart of a sinner impossible. 
As soon as this kind of resistance sets in, accord- 
ing to this theory, the Holy Ghost will withdraw 
from any further action as long as this resistance 
lasts. If at another attempt on the part of the 
Holy Ghost this peculiar conduct is not there, 
then conversion may follow. Yor, according to 
this un-Lutheran teaching, nothing inclines a 
sinner to this wilful resistance. It simply need 
not be there. This unscriptural attempt at soiv- 
ing the mystery why some people are converted 
while others are not is a peculiarity of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church. It is not taught by any 


other church body within or without the Lu-’ 


theran Church. 

In the “Eimigungssaetze” any false conception 
of wilful resistance is forcibly precluded in a 
threefold manner. In the first place the word 
“persistent” is added to the term “wilful resist- 
ance.” No one denies the fact that conversion is 
impossible where a sinner persistently rejects 
God’s grace through wilful resistance. In the 
second place, at the end of this chapter which in- 
cludes the doctrines of conversion and predestina- 
tion, the mystery which remains is clearly defined 
as the unanswerable question: “Why are some 
saved while others are not, although all are by 
nature equally corrupt, and saving grace is at the 
same time universal?” This mystery no longer 
exists for the American Lutheran Church. Its 
simple answer is: Those who resist “naturally” 
only, are converted by grace alone; those who 
resist “wilfully” are lost. But a psychological 
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mystery arises: why and how does a kind of 
resistance arise in the heart of the majority of 
sinners to which they are not inclined by nature? 
This psychological mystery is antiseriptural and 
entirely man-made. For according to Scripture 
fallen man is by nature inclined to everything 
which is displeasing to God, also to wilful resist- 
ance, In the third place, in these theses the 
terms “natural resistance” and “wilful resistance” 
are not distinguished from each other, as is 
done in the Chicago Theses, but they are used 
synonymously which is as it should be. The term 
“natural” expresses that this evil conduct flows 
from the corrupt nature of fallen man, while the 
term “wilful” indicates that it is done knowingly 
and willingly. We have always rejected the 
Chicago Theses as a unionistic document because 
they leave the door open for two conflicting doc- 
trines of conversion. This cannot be said of the 
“Teinigungssaetze.”’ 


II B. Predestination 

Much of what has been said in the former 
chapter might here be repeated, Tor the same 
errors which adulterate the doctrine of conversion 
also occur in the doctrine of predestination or 
election, But for brevity’s sake only. the follow- 
ing will be mentioned: The universal gracious 
will of God is in the new document clearly dis- 
tinguished from predestination. The latter is cor- 
rectly defined as a selecting of believers from 
among the multitude of others whereby the idea 
of predestination as though it were nothing but 
the universal grace in its realization is rejected. 
While the statement that predestination takes 
place “in faith” or “through faith” is declared to 
be correct and Scriptural, the election “intuitu 
fidei” (in view of faith) is rejected because it 
creates the wrong idea as though our faith comes 
into consideration here as human conduct and as 
a cause of our election, which is in no respect 
true. Nor is there the slightest trace to be found 
of that new conception of predestination which 
gained recognition first in the Towa Synod and 
later also in the Ohioan wing of the American 
Lutheran Church. This is the idea that predestina- 
tion is nothing but universal grace as far as it is 
realized, but viewed from the standpoint of time, 
while the “intuitu fidei” method is said to be the 
same, only viewed from the standpoint of eternity, 
and therefore less recommendable than the former. 
This standpoint theory is stressed in the Chicago 
Theses and also expressed in the A. L. C. Declara- 
tion. It is only natural that the “Einigungssaetze” 
should pay no regard at all to this aberration since 
Breslau (as mentioned above) was not influenced 
by this new terminology of Iowa and Ohio. This 
standpoint theory is so insidious because it con- 
tains, but effectually veils, the false doctrine that 


universal grace is realized in those who resist 
“naturally” only, but not in those who resist 
“wilfully.” 


IIIA The Church 

In this chapter the difference between the in- 
visible Church, the communion of saints, on the 
one hand, and the visible Church, the whole num- 
ber of those who use Word and Sacrament, or- 
ganized congregations, and other church bodies 
on the other hand, is clearly defined. This dis- 
tinction was formerly not sufficiently observed in 
the Breslau Synod. Special attention is paid to 
the right attitude toward the Confessional Books 
of the Lutheran Church, as correct and binding 
expositions of the divine truth, The proper taslk 
of the Church is defined as the preaching of the 
Gospel and not meddling with political or civic 
affairs. The duty of an orthodox church body 
to keep up fraternal relations with sister churches 
and to keep separate from heterodox or partly 
heterodox churches is stressed. Unionism is de-~ 
fined as every kind of fraternizing between 
orthodox and heterodox, churches. 


IiIB. The Ministerial Office 

While the ministry in the wider sense or the 
Gospel which God has committed to all Christians 
is occasionally mentioned in the former chapter, 
this present chapter deals exclusively with the 
Ministry in the narrower sense, or the Pastoral 
Office. 

Thesis 1 reads: “The ministry or pastoral 
office is an office instituted by the Lord of the 
Church. It is an office of service, the establish- 
ment of which is enjoined upon the Church and 
to which it is bound to the end of days.” This 1s 
a clear confession of the genuine Lutheran doc- 
trine of the ministerial office as it is found in 
Scripture and in the Confessions of our Lutheran 
Church. 

Thesis 2 asserts that the keys are given to 
all Christians and that the Christian congregation 
therefore calls qualified men into the ministry in 
order to administer the keys publicly not only in 
behalf of the congregation, but also by order of 
the Lord. The right relation between the ministry 
which all Christians have and the pastoral office 
is thereby safeguarded. ; 

Of special importance in this connection 1s 
the proper conception of church government. This 
is taken care of in Thesis 3. This thesis deals 
with the duty of Christian congregations to foster 
unity of spirit with the whole orthodox Church 
and, as far as possible, to work jointly with sister 
congregations for the building up of the whole 
Church of Christ. This duty naturally leads to 
the formation of synods or similar church bodies 
in which certain rules and regulations are needed. 
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It is stated that in this joint work also the feed- 
ing and the ruling with the Word of God belongs 
to the public ministry as the highest office in the 
Church. The important statement is added that 
all outward organization in a congregation or a 
larger church body and all placing of one servant 
of the Word over another is and remains of 
human right. 

Since the old form of government, the office 
of bishops, etc., remain in the Breslau Synod, the 
proviso that all this is merely by human right 
serves as a safeguard against Romanizing tend- 
encies which otherwise might be connected with 
a special office of bishops. It is as Luther suc- 
cinctly says: “Since all bishops according to divine 
order are equal and sit in the place of the 
Apostles, I may well confess that by human order 
one may be above another in the outward Church” 
(rl. 27, p. 107). Where real doctrinal unity 
obtains, differences of church organization and 
administration do not affect the unity of the 
Church, 

IV. The Last Things 

The closing chapter deals with Chiliasm, 
Antichrist, and other related questions. All these 
questions are dealt with from the proper point 
of view, the Gospel. “The matter in question 
is that our Christian hope be not adulterated 
through carnal ideas of the eternal Kingdom of 
our Lord Jesus Christ such as had crept into the 
Messianic expectations of the Jews and took root 
therein” (p. 14). On this sound basis all kinds 
of millennialism, the expectation of a twofold 
return of Christ, a twofold bodily resurrection, 
and others are rejected and thoroughly refuted 
by ample Scriptural proof. The pope is declared 
to be the true Antichrist, foretold in II Thess. 
2, especially because he condemns the heart of the 
Gospel, the doctrine of forgiveness of sins by 
grace, for Christ’s sake, through faith, and because 
he acknowledges as servants of the Christian 
Church only such as submit themselves to him. 

It would be interesting to go into more detail, 
to dwell on the abundant proof from Scripture 
and the Confessional writings of our Church 
which is adduced at each point of doctrine. But 
it is our aim at the present time merely to show 
that these theses which have been published as a 
basis for church fellowship between the Lutheran 
Free Church and Breslau constitute real doctrinal 
agreement and not a unionistic attempt at hiding 
remaining differences. 

This success proves that it is still possible with 
the help of God to settle doctrinal differences in 
the Lutheran Church if only the two sides are 
willing to confess the truth and nothing but the 
truth. 


It was with great joy and thanks toward God 
that we undertook this task of reviewing the 
“Finigungssactze.” 

J. BUENGER. 


© The Two Things Necessary 
for Fellowship 

It is not enough merely to agree to a proper 
confession. If this has been done, then well and 
good; but then there must also be an effort to 
arrange and do everything in accordance with 
what follows therefrom and what goes with pure 
doctrine. Otherwise the confession of the mouth 
and the hand is nothing but a sham-fighting for 
the purpose of ridding oneself of the uncomfort- 
able counter-testimony of the orthodox and stop- 
ping their mouths. — Walther, Lehre und Wehre, 
XIV, p. 379. 


TRACTS 

Doctrinal Differences Between The Syn- 
odical Conference And The American Lu- 
theran Church: No. 7, The Public Ministry. 
— Price: 5 cts. per copy, 50 cts. per dozen, 
$3 per 100. All postpaid. 

Order all tracts from: Tract Department, 
C. L. P. B., Box 4, Elizabeth, Ilinois. 


@ Why I Left the “Evangelical 


Lutheran Church” and the 
American Lutheran Conference 


(EprrorrA Note: In 1947 Rev. J. A. O. Preus and 
his brother Robert Preus left the “Evangelical Lutheran 
Church” and the American Lutheran Conference, with 
which they had been affiliated many years. They are 
sons of a former governor of Minnesota. The Rev. 
J. A. O. Preus was for a number of years pastor of a 
large church in Mimeapolis. Since his break with 
the E. L. C. and A. L. Cf. he has accepted a call to 
a professorship at Bethany College, the higher educa- 
tional institution of our Norwegian sister_synod within 
the Synodical Conference. Rev. Robert Preus is now 
pastor of a Norwegian Synod congregation in May- 
ville, North Dakota, — P. H. B.) 

The Confessional Lutheran has asked the 
undersigned to state briefly why he severed rela- 
tions with the American Lutheran Conference. 
The answer to that question, sad to say, is not 
difficult, for the organization is unionistic, with 
error and truth set up side by side in the same 
federation and within the same synod. Certain 
teachings are arbitrarily declared to be non- 
divisive, and there seems to be no attempt made 
by any constituent synod to correct errors of 
sister synods, The relationship of the American 
Lutheran Conference with the United Lutheran 
Church in the National Lutheran Council is like- 
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wise unionistic; for joint religious work, such as 
home missions, Lutheran World Action; Service 
Men’s work, student work, and publicity are con- 
ducted without the slightest attempt being made 
to secure doctrinal agreement. 


However, it was the situation within the 
“Evangelical Lutheran Church” (formerly “Nor- 
wegian Lutheran Church in America”) which 
really caused me to leave the American Lutheran 
Conference. Itver since its organization in 1917 
the If. L. C. has had a rather large minority of 
so-called “Missourians.” They had come into the 
merger without being asked to change their doc- 
trinal position, except, of course, regarding the 
doctrine of unionism. Both the Norwegian “Mis- 
sourians” and the “Anti-Missourians” who held 
to the so-called “Second Form” regarding Pre- 
destination and Conversion, had agreed in the 
“Madison Settlement” of 1912 that neither side 
should change its doctrine, but that each would 
believe as before. This “Settlement” dealt pri- 
marily with Predestination, but naturally touched 
on Convertion, Original Sin, the Will, and other 
points. The Rev. S. Gunderson, one of the 
framers of this document said, “The United 
Church [Anti-Missourian] has not changed a 
tittle of its doctrine, neither has the Synod 
[Missourian]. The Madison Settlement is a 
compromise.” Some of the Synod men refused 
to accept the “Madison Settlement” on the grounds 
that it taught false doctrine regarding the above- 
mentioned matters; and to soothe their con- 
sciences another settlement, the so-called “Austin 
Agreement” of 1916, was drawn up, whereby they 
were received into the merger without subscribing 
to the “Madison Settlement,” but while still re- 
garding the United Church men as brethren. 
According to the ‘Austin Agreement” they 
pledged to one another “mutual fraternal recogni- 
tion,” which, of course, nullified every noble in- 
tention they had had and made their position as 
untonistic as that of their less concerned brethren. 


I had remained in the E. L. C. because of a 
misunderstanding of the terms of the “Austin 
Agreement” as well as a misunderstanding regard- 
ing the Scriptural principle condemning unionism, 
But in the Fall of 1946 Professor Iver Iversen 
of Luther Seminary of the E. L. C., a former 
member of the Church Council of that synod, 
told a class that he had “been authorized” by the 
Church Council to tell the students that all teach- 
ing and preaching in the synod must be in accord 
with the “Madison Settlement.” He further 
stated that it could no longer be taught that natural 
man did not have a “fecling of responsibility over 
against the acceptance or rejection of grace” (one 
of the main errors of the above-mentioned 


settlement). He made this statement even worse 
by saying that man definitely is responsible for 
his faith. He concluded by saying that whoever 
taught contrary to the “Madison Settlement” 
would be acting in opposition to the official posi- 
tion of the synod. Although Professor Iversen 
was approached by several students and asked to 
retract, and although these students and I myself 
asked Dr. T. F. Gullixson, President of Luther 
Seminary, to obtain a public retraction, no re- 
traction was forthcoming. 

So the little plank, to which so many had 
clung in a vain attempt to stay with the crowd 
and at the same time remain true to God’s Word, 
had been pulled away. Then the whole situation 
dawned on me, the compromise, the constant re- 
fusal even to attempt to live in accord with 1 Cor. 
1. 10, the loose practice, the false doctrine. I had 
to leave or else subscribe to heresy, heresy of the 
worst kind, that salvation is duc to man’s own 
efforts and powers. I had been taught all this 
false doctrine: that man cooperates in his own 
conversion, that unregenerate man is not sptrit~ 
ually dead, that faith is not a gift of God, that 
unregenerate man has a free will before conver- 
sion. But f had always proceeded on the assump- 
tion that I did not have to accept it and could 
operate on a kind of selective fellowship basis. 
Now a seminary professor tells us we must teach 


and preach according to a document containing 


error. What could even a sinful, weak unionist . 
do under such circumstances, if he wished to 
preserve the least modicum of honesty and sin- 
cerity? A man deserves no congratulations for 
leaving the American Lutheran Conference; 
rather, he should thank God that by His grace 
he has been able to escape before his very soul 
was lost. 
J. A. O. Preus. 


@ The Missouri Synod and the 
Declaration of the American 
Lutheran Church 


Did the Chicago Convention in any of its 
resolutions indicate that it held the A, L. C. 
Declaration to be doctrinally sound? That was 
the impression given to the readers of the Lit 
theran Witness, December 2, 1947 (p. 396), in 
an editorial written by Dr. Graebner, in which 
he stated: “2. The motion that the A. L. C. 
Declaration, accepted in 1938, ‘does not express 
Synod’s doctrinal position’ was decisively de- 
feated, and the withdrawal of the 1938 Union Re- 
solutions was announced unequivocally as con- 
stituting no charge of false doctrine.” 
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The First Error of the “Lutheran Wisness” 


First of all, the statement that the A. L. C. 
Declaration was “accepted in St. Louis in 1938” 
does not give the correct impression of the action 
taken by that convention of our Synod. Even the 
most careful study of the 1938 Proceedings will 
fail to show that the St. Louis Convention at 
any time declared its full acceptance of the A. L. 
C. Declaration. On the contrary, the limitations 
and reservations placed upon the contents of this 
A. L. C. document in the once accepted but now 
discarded resolutions of Committee 16 show that 
some of the doctrinal statements in the Declaration 
were not acceptable to Synod. The resolutions 
of this committee were meant to safeguard the 
doctrinal position of Synod. So it was, for in- 
stance, that Synod in 1938 did not say with the 
A. L. C. Declaration that the difference concern- 
ing the Church and the four points of non- 
fundamental doctrine “are not disruptive of 
church-fellowship,” but rather that they “need not 
be divisive’ of fellowship, a phrase which can 
be correctly understood. 

The Last Error Worse Than the First 

So also Dr. Graebner’s unqualified statement 
that at Chicago “the motion that the A. L. C. 
Declaration ‘does not express Synod’s doctrinal 
position’ was decisively defeated” is altogether 
misleading because the full truth of what Synod 
did in’ regard to this resolution is not stated. And 
what Dr. Graebner states is not the truth. As 
Dr. Graebner presents the matter, Synod, in voting 
down the resolution which declared the A. L. C. 
document doctrinally unsound, has clearly implied 
that it finds no false doctrine in the Declaration ; 
for the author concludes that sentence with the 
words “and the withdrawal of the 1938 Union 
Resolutions was announced unequivocally as con- 
stituting no charge of false doctrine.” 

The official proceedings of Synod show, how- 
ever, that it was not the intention of Synod to 
sanction the doctrinal contents of the A. L. C. 
Declaration when it voted down the resolution 
which declared this document to be doctrinaily 
unsound. In answer to a request for a ruling 
on this very point, Synod stated that by voting 
down this amendment “it merely wished to declare 
that it desired to have the proposed resolutions 
of Committee 3 discussed and voted’ on without 
change, and did not pass judgment on any docu- 
ment.” (Proceedings, 1947, p. 523. 524. Our 
emphasis.) That, by the way, certainly includes 
also the document represented by the memorial in 
question. In the face of this motion, adopted 
unanimously by the convention, it is surely unfair 
to Synod to present the rejection of this proposed 
amendment as though thereby the Chicago Con- 


vention had given its sanction to the doctrinal con- 
tents of the A. L. C. Declaration. It is indeed 
unfortunate that in this and other matters so many 
members of Synod are being given a faulty im- 
pression of the Chicago Convention through the 
columns of the Lutheran Witness. 


No Basis of Fellowship Between the 
Missouri Synod and the A. L. C. 

We must especially deplore the fact that in 
spite of the action taken by Synod, this official 
periodical is trying to keep the 1938 resolutions 
alive by trying to create the impression that these 
resolutions still hold essentially the same position 
in Synod that they had held since 1938. That is 
also a myth which must be exploded, There was 
only one purpose for which the 1938 resolutions 
were adopted, namely “as a basis for future fel- 
lowship with the American Lutheran Church.” 
Since Synod in 1947 declared that these self- 
same resolutions “shall no longer be considered 
as a basis for the purpose of establishing fellow- 
ship with the American Lutheran Church” it can 
be seen that the Chicago Convention has virtually 
canceled what St. Louis had accepted; for these 
resolutions are no longer to serve the only pur- 
pose for which they were originally adopted. It 
is comforting to know that all the frantic efforts 
made by some today to keep the 1938 resolutions 
alive cannot succeed in changing this simple truth. 


Why These Frantic Efforts of the 
“Lutheran Witness”? 


It is easy to understand, of course, why such 
frantic efforts are being made, since Thesis 11 of 
A Statement of certain men who are disrupting 
the unity of our Synod today declares that the 
position that there are details of doctrine not 
divisive of fellowship is “in agreement with the 
1938 resolutions.” Having based their position 
not upon Scripture but upon their own interpreta- 
tions, they cling to them as frantically as a man 
after a shipwreck will hold on to every floating 
piece of driftwood, We may therefore consider 
it a divine blessing that Synod has now withdrawn 
this insecure driftwood of the 1938 resolutions, 
concerning which it was admitted at Chicago that 
even after nine years “there is not sufficient clarity 
regarding its true meaning,” causing its “useful- 
ness asa basis for future fellowship” to be 
“doubtful.” (Proceedings, 1947, p. 510.) 


Where the Missouri Synod Stands Today 


In the place of these withdrawn 1938 resolu- 
tions Synod again reaffirmed its acceptance of the 
Holy Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions, 
and once more declared that the Brief Statement 
correctly expresses its doctrinal position. Here is 
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a firm and immovable anchor to which we can 
hold, also during these difficult days. If our erring 
brethren will now again make a careful and 
prayerful study of the doctrine of church-fellow- 
ship taught in the Holy Scriptures and in these 
Seripturally correct documents, the Holy Spirit 
Himself will convince them of their errors and 
bring them back to the full truth. May God in 
His great mercy grant this! 

A. T. KrerzMann, 


@ Report on the American Lutheran 
Conference Seminar at Champaign, 
Illinois, October 20, 1947 © 


One of the much publicized intersynodical 
seminars sponsored by the American Lutheran 
Conference in the United States and Canada dur- 
ing the months of October and November, 1947, 
and featuring reports on the recent convention of 
the Lutheran World Federation at Lund in 
Sweden, was conducted near the University of 
Illinois campus in Champaign, Illinois, on 
October 20. 

A forenoon session was conducted in the Na- 
tional Lutheran Council student house, and an 
afternoon session was held in the Missouri Synod 
student center. The speakers were Dr. W. G. 
Sodt, of Milwaukee, a vice-president of the 
American Lutheran Church, Dr. E..J. Friedrich, 
president of the Colorado District of the Mis- 
souri Synod, and Dr. Charles Venable, pastor of 
a U.L. C. church in Chicago. About twenty-five 
pastors of various synodical affiliation were 
present at the seminar, five of whom were mem- 
bers of the Missouri Synod, including one of the 
essayists and this reporter. A few pastors’ wives 
and students were also present. 


Forenoon Session 


The forenoon session at the N. L. C. student 
house was opened with a prayer spoken ex corde 
by an Augustana Synod pastor. The U. L. C. 
pastor in Champaign introduced the speaker for 
the morning session, Dr. Sodt, who had attended 
the Lund Convention as a representative of the 
American Lutheran Church. Dr. Sodt presented 
a picture of his trip to and stay in Lund as well 
as of the convention itself. He pictured the Lund 
Convention as a “magnificent gathering” where 
Lutherans from many parts of the world spoke 
“the same language” and where “the spirit of 
unity” was much in evidence. He was deeply im- 
pressed by “the inspiring Communion service” 
and other “magnificent services.’ While enu- 
merating several concrete accomplishments of the 
Lund Convention, among them the adoption of 


a constitution, the speaker said that “the real 
results are largely intangible.” One of the in-~ 
tangible results, said Dr. Sodt, “is the sense of 
unity experienced by all who were present.” 

In response to a question, “Will the Missouri 
brethren come into the Lutheran World Federa~- 
tion?” Dr. Sodt replied, “I cannot answer for 
them.” Dr. Venable commented, “The story runs 
that they will,” to which several were heard to 
say above a whisper, “That’s fine.’ The fore- 
noon session was adjourned with the benediction 
spoken by an Augustana Synod pastor. 

Afternoon Session 

The afternoon session in the Missouri Synod 
student center was opened and closed without 
joint prayer-worship. Dr. Friedrich was intro- 
duced by a Missouri Synod pastor. By way of 
introduction Dr. Friedrich said, among other 
things, that “though there are many divisions in 
the Lutheran Church, even some in doctrine, more 
in practice, it is still ONIX — one against the 
world, the Reformed, and Rome; on the surface 
there is opposition and lovelessness; below, there 
is a deep and strong undercurrent of unity of 
purpose. . . . Even among groups not in fellow- 
ship something binds them together; though dif- 
ferences in terminology are evident there is funda- 
mental agreement. We speak of ‘a Lutheran 
Church’ and ‘Protestant Churches.” Oneness is 
emphasized in our day.” 

Dr. Friedrich’s formal presentation was writ- 
ten and drawn, he said, largely from the report of 
the Lund Convention on the topic: “The Lutheran 
Church Confessing the Truth in a Confused 
World,” arranged by him under three headings, 
sola Scriptura, sola gratia, and sola fide. No 
censure was voiced by the essayist on the doctrinal 
report of the Lund Convention. This’ reporter 
has not read the complete report of the Lund 
Convention from which Dr. Friedrich quoted 
frecly ; neither has he read Dr. Friedrich’s presen- 
tation ; however, on the basis of a one-time “hear- 
ing” he would say that what Dr. Friedrich said 
on sola Scriptura, sola gratia, and sola fide was 
correct. While Dr. Friedrich also correctly spoke 
of Gospel preaching and teaching as the function 
of the church, he incorrectly stated that “the 
church is the conscience of the state.” From there 
he went on to say that “the church must strengthen 
and develop justice in the world.” 

When Dr. Friedrich had completed his written 
presentation, Dr. Venable arose and showered 
compliments upon the essayist for his “fine stum- 
mary of Lutheran theology,” and in an outburst 
of emotionalism asked the assembly to arise and 
to sing the first stanza of “How Firm a Founda- 
tion.” 
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Now Dr. Venable, as the third speaker, read 
a prepared report — prepared, he said, not by 
him — based on the report of the Lund Conven- 
tion, on the topic of “The Church’s Mission 
ina Troubled and Devastated World.” On the 
one hand he lauded the far reaching recommenda- 
tions of the Lund Convention as “the united voice 
of the Lutheran Church”; on the other hand he 
was critical of the Lund recommendations because 
at times they did not go far enough in advocating 
social reforms. 

Dr. Venable’s presentation — the shortest of 
the three — was followed by a brief discussion of 
the two essays presented in the afternoon. A 
U. L. C. pastor made the statement that the Lund 
Convention tried to “develop the doctrine of the 
Church.” “Thus far,” he said, “the doctrine of 
the Church had not been developed; only seg- 
ments of it.’ This reporter could not understand, 
and does not now, what Dr. Venable really meant 
to say an observation which reflects unfavor- 
ably either on this reporter or on the essayist. 


Evening Session Canceled 

The printed program called for a 5:30 supper 
session in the university Y. M. C. A., at which 
time Dr. Venable was originally scheduled to de- 
liver the address which he gave in the afternoon. 
However, siuce only three persons, including Dr. 
Venable, had made reservations for that session, 
it was canceled. 

The writer of this report was present only as 
an observer. He did not participate in the joint 
prayer-worship with which the forenoon session 
was opened and closed; silently he confessed his 
disagreement with such prayer-worship by re- 
maining seated while participants arose. Nor did 
he participate in the discussions. 

B. I. PRANGE, 
Watseka, Illinois. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


The New Ideology 

A new ideology of companionship, fellowship, 
and fraternization has been developing within the 
Missouri Synod. The development is toward 
those outside the Synodical Conference. It is 
toward those who have refused to accept the 
Scriptural position of the Missouri Synod without 
reservations. The new ideology has developed in 
the face of repeated synodical warnings against 
“forcing the issue,” and that “no action is to be 
taken by any of our pastors or congregations 
which ignores the fact that we are not yet united.” 
(Proceedings, 1944, p. 251.) 


The publication of “A Statement” in 1945 
gave notice to all Lutherans, within and without 
the Missouri Synod, that the new ideology was 
henceforth to be developed with vigor. 

This writer has been checking inter-Lutheran 
news for many months. It is astounding to note 
how the new ideology is being put into practice 
in one instance after another. Missourians of 
Statementarian mind are taking part in the pan- 
Lutheran movement, by sharing in mutual be- 
stowal of honors and recognitions, in love-feasts 
of all sorts, involving varying degrees of fraternal 
recognition, The Confessional Lutheran has re- 
ported many such instances with disapproval. 
The Lutheran Witness has reported a few, with 
apparent approval. Herewith we add a few more, 
trying not to repeat anything that is already gen- 
erally known in Synodical Conference circles. Our 
interest is to contribute toward a true and well- 
balanced evaluation of current history. 


The New Camaraderie 


Among a number of men “taking part in the 
Thiel College commencement,” and receiving 
doctorates from this U. L. C. institution in Penn- 
sylvania was “Dr. O. P. Kretzmann, President 
of Valparaiso University, who also received a 
divinity degree.” Picture and caption in the 
Lutheran, July 2, 1947, p. 37. (Thiel College is 
the U. L. C. institution which is being assailed by 
Mr. C. Hale Sipe for shielding fake degrees from 
a notorious diploma mill. — P. H. B.) 

The Ninth Luther Academy held at Wartburg 
Theological Seminary of the American Lutheran 
Church at Dubuque, Iowa, in July, featured lec- 
tures by Lutheran professors and doctors of every 
type from various synods. Dr. O. P. Kretzmann 
“in his usual genial fashion” “delivered two 
lectures on the subject, ‘The Lutheran Church 
Today and Tomorrow’.” (Lutheran Standard, 
August 9, 1947, p. 6.) 

The summer convocation of the graduate 
school of the Chicago U. L. C. Seminary “was 
addressed by Dr. O. A. Geiseman, Grace Church, 
River Forest, on the theme: ‘Keep Christ at the 
Heart of Your Ministry’.” (Lutheran, September 
10, 1947, p. 36.) 

As might be expected, the meeting of the Lu- 
theran Editors’ Association at Columbus, Ohio, 
on September 10 and 11, was attended by Editors 
Theo. Graebner of the Lutheran Witness and Al- 
fred Klausler of the Walther League Messenger. 
These were the only two men of the Missouri 
Synod reported present with all the editors of 
National Lutheran Council magazines. Both 
presented papers. 

“Tight different Lutheran bodies are repre- 
sented in the new ministerium formed by Lu- 
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theran pastors of the Milwaukee area, September 
15.” (Lutheran, October 22, 1947, p. 45.) A 
Missouri pastor addressed this meeting on the 
subject of the Chicago Convention, but evidently 
did not join the new ministerium. At least so we 
hope, for the local press hailed the organization 
as a means of breaking down walls between 
synods, the differences between them being repre- 
sented as matters of “interpreting the catechism!” 

Meanwhile the softening-up process is develop- 
ing within Synod, Dr. Theo. Gracbner expounded 
his peculiar fellowship doctrines, basic to “A 
Statement,” before a Missouri Synod day school 
teachers’ conference at La Porte, Indiana, on 
October 24, according to the local press. His 
subject: “Prayer Fellowship.” 

From a letter to the editor of the Lutheran 
Outlook (October, 1947, p. 307), by V. M. 
Schroeder (of the Lutheran Laymen’s League 
office in St. Louis) we quote: “We should find 
ways to express the degree of unity which we do 
have with other erring Christians, at the same 
time striving to maintain safeguards against 
unionism; (Rom. 16, 17 contains a principle which 
excludes complicity with all and every kind of 
error). In our attempts to avoid both separatism 
and unionism I do not believe we shall ever be 
completely successful.” Here we have a Mis- 
sourian arguing for the position adopted by the 
American Lutheran Church at its Appleton Con- 
vention, 1946. (Cf. Confessional Lutheran, 1947, 
-—p. 105.) 

The Washington correspondent of the Lu- 
theran Standard (October 18, 1947, p. 7) writes 
concerning a new periodical, the Washington 
Lutheran, published by Missouri Synod laymen: 
“While the most of the news is that pertaining 
to our local Missouri Synod churches, there are 
some items descriptive of the activities of the rest 
of us.” The correspondent felt constrained to 
add a few remarks, of which we quote the follow- 
ing: “The appearance of this publication means 
something to some of us. We interpret it to 
mean that there is a growing interest among Lu- 
therans in Lutherans, especially in those of their 
brethren in the faith who have hitherto been kept 
from them by synodical divisions. Now these 
fences are being broken down. Some of the 
clergy in all Lutheran groups are helping toward 
this end. But the interesting thing here is that 
the prime movers in creating a closer fellowship 
and a better dissemination of the facts and of the 
news needed for Lutheran unity are laymen... . 
We note that the Missouri Synod is uniting with 
other local Lutherans in inner mission work. 
To be sure, Missouri will care for certain inter- 
ests, and the other groups will do the same, but a 
working basis for a common effort has been 


established, and competition is being eliminated. 
Our other Lutheran churches need much that the 
Missouri Synod has to give. Dare we also say 
to our Missouri friends that other Lutherans have 
something that they, the Missourians, need ?” 


Association of Lutheran Seminarians 


The A. L. S. held its convention at Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, beginning on October 29. 
Tourteen different Lutheran seminaries sent 
delegations, 

This writer happened to be present for a part 
of the opening session and agreed with one of the 
students who pronounced it “pretty dull.” This 
seems to have been the general impression, for 
although all St. Louis Seminarians were welcome 
at the convention’s sessions, there was only an 
average of two dozen of the St. Louis students 
present. 

The Seminarian of October 29, 1947, contained 
an article by Dr. W. G. Polack. He extolled the 
purposes of the A. L. S. as enunciated in its 
constitution. We quote partially : “What are these 
purposes? First, to provide opportunities for 
personal acquaintanceship among the siudents of 
the Lutheran Sentinarics in America and, as far 
as possible, throughout the world... . Aloofness 
never aids mutual understanding.’ The last 
sentence does not always hold true even in worldly 
matters. And in religion it all depends on what 
kind of understanding we are after. Dr. Polack 
cites the example of Dr. Walther meeting other 
Lutherans, but fails to mention the fact that Dr, 
Walther was interested in an “understanding” 
based upon true and complete Scriptural unity, 
and nothing else. Yet without defining the right 
“understanding” at all, Dr. Polack continues: 
“Under God, a better acquaintance between the 
present-day Lutheran seminaries will mean a 
better understanding among these men later when 
they are in the parish ministry.” 

Thereupon the article reads: “Secondly, to 
conumunicate ideas concerning student activities. 
... Thirdly, to encourage the spiritual life of 
Lutheran seminarians. ...’ At this point Dr. 
Polack hopes that the A. L. S. “will lift the 
spirituality of all Lutheran seminaries.” By this 
time his readers perhaps get the notion that there 
is no difference worth mentioning between Lu- 
therans. 

We read on: “Fourthly, to stimulate the spirit 
of scholarship. ... That they have formed an 
organization for the stimulation of the spirit of 
scholarship is epochal. Fifthly, to effect a better 
understanding of problems which face the Lu- 
theran Church at large. This is a difficult point.” 
The “difficult point’ remains an enigma. We 


wouldn’t blame the students if they would look 
upon the whole matter as very, very puzzling. 

The same issue of The Seminarian runs an 
editorial on the A. L. S. Among other things, 
the youthful editor has this to say: “Prior to 
its’ (A. L. S.) “formation there existed a danger 
that student life on our campus would become 
culturally introverted.” The A. L. S. is hailed as 
the “most logical” instrument to “prevent the 
erection of such a cultural barrier.” : 

‘The dictionary gives, among its definitions for 
“culture,” these: “The application of labor or 
other means to improve, correct, train, or refine 
man’s physical or mental condition... . The study 
of a science or art for the purpose of making 
amendments or improvements therein.” The 
Association of Lutheran Seminarians is going to 
bring “culture” to Concordia Seminary. The 
Board for Higher Education should be informed 
of this! 

A serious question is this: At which Seminary 
will the A. L. S. meet next year? And the year 
after? Will Missouri Synod student delegates 
be sent into the unionistic atmosphere of N. L. C. 
Lutheran seminaries? Is this matter out of con- 
trol? Perhaps the happy thought will occur to 
a majority of the faculty of the St. Louis Semi- 
nary to call a halt to participation in the Asso- 
ciation of Lutheran Seminarians. 


Cross Synodical Boundaries 

Under this heading the Lutheran (December 
17, 1947, pp. 45-46) reported: “More than seventy 
students from fourteen Lutheran Seminaries met 
at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis. . . . Purpose 
was to aid students in co-operation across synod- 
ical lines. Representatives proposed the publica- 
tion of a monthly news-letter, the fostering of 
interseminary visitation, the study of areas of Lu- 
theran student cooperation. U. L. C. seminaries 
joining the organization in the past year include 
Philadelphia and Gettysburg.” 

That is what the non-Missourians think of the 
A, L. S. And ‘who will say that they do not 
have the right idea? 

Fact is, this organization makes a wonderful 
setup for unionism. It is a means of infecting at 
least some of our future pastors while they are 
still students. Certainly, here we have religious 
cooperation across synodical lines, without even 
a demand for rejection of prevalent anti-scriptural 
error. 

We understand that prevalent doctrinal differ- 
ences were not discussed with the A. L. S. at 
St. Louis. 

In our next installment we hope to bring our 
account of the new camaraderie up to date. 

A. V. Kuster. 
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© Review of Publications 


Why ‘Missourian’, By William Dallmann, 
D. D., 4x6 in., 24 pages. Order from North- 
western Publishing House. Price: $.15. 


Of his latest booklet, Why ‘Missourian, the 
author, Dr. Dallmann, says by way of introduc- 
tion: “ ‘Why Missourian’ commemorates the cen- 
tennial of the coming of the Saxons. It was de- 
livered on July 19, 1938, during Synod at St. 
Louis, at St. Stephen‘s in the morning and at 
Pilgrim in the evening, at Sioux Falls, South 
Dakota, and at Mt: Olive, Milwaukee. It is pub- 
lished by request of the congregation. 

“The American Lutheran Church is not dis- 
cussed, for it is working with Missouri for union. 

“Tt was revised and radioed from Mt. Olive 
on Centennial Sunday, April 27, 1947, at St. 
Louis on June 8, at Chicago many times, and is 
published by request.” 

Dr. Dallmann marshals ‘an impressive array 
of testimonies of friends and foes of the Mis- 
souri Synod in order to show that the strength 
of our synod always lay in its faithful and un- 
wavering adherence to the Word of God and to 
the Confessions of the Lutheran Church, which 
are based on clear Scripture. Among these 
testimonies there are many which are not gener- 
ally known among us. These testimonies also 
show the reason why it was not possible for the 
Missouri Synod to join the Buffalo Synod, nor 
the Iowa Synod, nor the Michigan Synod, nor 
the Ohio Synod (considering the condition in 
which that synod was in the forties of the past 
century), nor the General Synod, nor the General 
Council, nor the Norwegian Lutheran Church of 
America. In each case it is also shown that cer- 
tainly not Missouri was the “trouble maker” who 
was responsible for disunity, but those who de- 
parted from sound Scriptural doctrine and 
practice. 

The author also refers to the reproofs which 


-are generally raised against Missouri and shows 


them up as unfounded. Intolerance, exclusive- 
ness, and uncharitableness were at all time the 
pet complaint raised against the Missouri Synod, 
just as they are now being revamped against those 
who protest and fight against every departure 
from our old sound principles in our own midst. 
The booklet furnishes highly interesting read- 
ing from beginning to end, not only for pastors 
but also for lay Christians and is herewith urgent- 
ly recommended for mass distribution in our 
congregations. 3 
Not the least merit of the pamphlet lies in 
the bearing which it has on the proposed change 
of the name of our synod. It is only natural 
that those who no longer agree with the so- 
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called exclusiveness of our fathers and who de- 
plore that Rom. 16:17. 18 was ever employed to 
justify separation from Lutherans who depart 
from the pure doctrine should wish to get rid 
of the word “Missouri” in the new name. Wher- 
ever our synod is known in the world “Missouri” 
stands for staunch, unbending Lutheranism in 
every respect. But for this very reason those who 
are certain that the position of our synod has al- 
ways been right and Scriptural will insist on it 
that the word “Missouri” under all circumstances 
appear in the new name also. We are not ashamed 
to be called “Missourians” and will even gladly 
bear the reproach which is in certain circles con- 
nected with that name. Dr. Dallmann’s booklet 
is apt to strengthen every faithful member of the 
Missouri Synod in this attitude. 

A few typographical errors, such as “Wart- 
burg” instead of “Marburg” on page 10 and 
“essentially” instead of “essentials,” page 17, will 
be easily set aright by the reader. 

If in the course of time a new edition of the 
tract should become necessary, the omission of 
the American Lutheran Church will no longer 
be justified. A church body which has declared 
that it has gone as far as it possibly could in meet- 
ing the demands of Missouri, and that no other 
union is to be had than on the basis of the lack 
of agreement which now exists has forfeited the 
claim to be treated as a church which might pos- 
sibly be won for the full truth. 

J. BUENGER. 
* * * * 


Lutheran Men of America in Wisconsin: Is 
This Organization Scriptural — Lutheran 
— Charitable? By G. W. Fischer. (Heard 
and adopted by the Milwaukee City Delegate 
Conference of the Wisconsin Synod.) 4 pp., 
83x53 in. 5c per copy, $2.25 per 100, $1.75 
per 100 in quantities of 300 or more. Order 
from Northwestern Publishing House. 

This is a timely publication which can render 
good service to our people. To be forewarned is 
to be forearmed! 

P. H. Burcporr. 


© What Our Readers Say 


From a Layman in Western Iowa ° 

“Your Lessons from the Life of Bad Bishop 
Brown are very readable and the contents are 
eminently worth the study of all Lutherans, espe- 
cially those of the Synodical Conference. It should 
make all of our members sit up and_ notice. 
Especially should the ministers and the presidium 
take heed and act accordingly, as the Word clearly 


points out. You have shown the way. I wish 
this number could be sent to all the members of 
the Missouri Synod. I think there are many lay- 
men like myself who chafe at the delay of those 
in authoritative positions who do not act as 
quickly as may be to combat effectively the mis- 
chievous errorists who ever and anon assert 
themselves. It seems that you have touched every 
phase of their activities, and by studying the mat- 
ter in hand in the light of your clear presentation, 
it should become comparatively easy to come to a 
decision in the matter. . 
“Nowhere do I find that we are justified in 
condoning error, or in delaying action in opposing 
it. We may suddenly find ourselves bereft of a 
few so-called friends by promptly lashing about us 
with true spiritual weapons, but we stand un- 
afraid, since we are on the Lord’s side. 
“May the Lord uphold you in the right 


i 


From a Chicago Pastor 


“T have just finished reading ‘Lessons from the 
Life of Bad Bishop Brown’ in the January Con- 
fessional Lutheran, Thanks, thanks, thanks — 
from my wife as well as from myself! It is a 
fine piece of truthful writing. We'll pray that it 
may rouse members of our synod to activity!” 

* * x * 

“IT have now read the February issue of the 
Confessional Lutheran and am convinced that you 
are on the side of truth. I have always loved the 
truth and do not know why it took so long to 
subscribe to the Confessional Lutheran. I have 
never read a copy before. This is my twenty-eighth 
year in the ministry of the Missouri Synod Lu- 
theran Church, and how I pray that my church 
remain faithful to her Lord! Too many among 
us are seeking personal’ glory instead of the glory 
of Christ. May God bless your confession of the 
truth and give me grace to suffer for it if need 
be!’ — Pastor, Oklahoma. 
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© God’s Order and Command 

We will, as concerns courtesy and love of 
peace, let ourselves be excelled by no one in the 
world, But it is God’s order and command that 
we enter into no compromises in matters of 
Christian doctrine. Here we should by divine 
grace stand firm as a rock. It is an erroneous 
philosophy of life when one is of the opinion 
that this will serve to harm the Church. Only 
thus is the Church of Christ built. That is proved 
precisely also by the history of the Missouri 
Synod. It is just through our clinging to the pure 
doctrine of the Gospel that God has created room 
for us in the world. And let us not forget: To 
the confession of the truth there also belongs the 
rejection of the opposite error. Whoever allows 
error or ambiguity to place itself alongside of 
truth as equally legitimate thereby gives up the 
truth, because it is the nature of truth to repel 
error, 

I. Pieper, 
Die Rechte Weltanschauung, p. 15. 


“A Wonderful and 

Horrible Thing” 
Concerning the drawing, which has furnished 
the frontispiece for the Lutheran Witness of 
Iebruary 10, 1948, Prof. A. O, Leutheusser, the 


@ 


artist, says: “The text which prompted the draw- 
ing (Jeremiah 5, 30, 31) seems to me applicable 
to present world conditions: Reason ruled by 
desire. Black is white, and white is black, ete.” 
For Prof. Leutheusser, these words of Scripture 
describe present WORLD conditions — not con- 
ditions as they obtain INOUR OWN CHURCH 
in particular. We believe the professor is right; 
his is the natural, most immediate, and unstrained 
application of the text. 

[examples of that “wonderful and horrible 
thing, committed in the land,” are furnished by 
the prophets, priests, and people of Jeremiah’s 
day; and also by the prophets, priests, and people 
of today, throughout the world. Both in church 
aud world, we have today ‘the same “horrible 
conditions” against which God had Jeremiah 
testify in his day — false doctrine by leading 
churchmen, pastors who support them as_ they 
lord it over their congregations, and people who 
meekly submit to such destructive tyranny. 

Dr. Graebner, on page 35, tells his readers 
that Prof. Leutheusser’s drawing prompted Dr. 
Caemmerer to make application of this text TO 
OUR OWN CHURCH; and this the latter does 
in his article entitled “A Wonderful and Horrible 
Thing” (pp. 38. 39). To our sorrow, we find in 
it the same innuendo, the same slanderous attack, 
in weasel phraseology, on our Synod, that we had 
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poured out over our heads in the Chicago State- 
ment of 1945. Specific reference is made to our 
church’s “last fifty years” as the writer indulges 
in raising suspicions of teaching and prophecy 
that “does not bring home to the individual the 
life of God through Christ Jesus”; teaching and 
prophecy that “breeds the deadly progeny of carp- 
ing, life by rule, censoriousness, pride.” Passing 
over to “the people,” the suspicion is raised that 
as a result of such teaching the Gospel has for 
them “become a code.” “The Spirit of God is not 
in what they do.” Their motives are impugned: 
“Their motives are simply that they feel better 
when they do not leave their work undone or that 
they had better do what somebody told them to 
do.” The whole situation 1s summed up as a 
“succumbing to the blight of legalism.” “What 
is so horrible about it is that it is a creeping blight, 
and the very people whom it touches are least 
aware of its presence and its horrible perversion 
of fidelity to the Word and defense of the truth.” 
On that note Dr. Caemmerer ends the outpouring 
of his own spirit, and calls for “repentance.” Who 
will not recognize in this outpouring of one of 


a 


the “44” the Spirit of the infamous “Statement” 
of 1945 and its accompanying letter all over 
again? ; 

God knows we all have many things to repent 
of. Also among us there are found many trans~ 
gressions of God’s holy Law; an “audit” is always 
in place. But of one thing we are certain, and 
that is this, that to our God-given and faithful 
teachers and leaders, and to our pastors and people 
generally, also of the last fifty years, these words 
of Jeremiah cannot, and must not, be applied: 
“The prophets prophesy falsely and the priests 
bear rule by their means; and my people love to 
have it so!” 

Can it indeed be truthfully said of our Synod 
generally that she sponsors or sanctions “saying 
the truth, but allowing it to be distorted and die 
in practice” — “leading men who have the pure 
Gospel to be sluggish and apathetic toward the 
need of sinful men” — “while saying the right 
words about love, despising their brethren” —~ 
“speaking the good word lamely, or speaking the 
good word so that it dies in the hearer’s heart 
and mind ?” 

The American Lutheran reports (February, 
1948, p. 5) that no one less than the German 
Evangelical churchman,'Dr. Hans Asmussen, saiq 

that GREAT GOOD (emphasis ours) was being 
achieved through the distribution of Dr, Walther’s 
Law and Gospel, and Dr. Pieper’s one-volume 
Dogmatics!” 

There is indeed a “hovible thing’ among us, 
meaning the Missouri Synod in particular, which 
is causing everyone of its many thousands of 
faithful souls to ask with the prophet of God; 
“And what will ye do in the end thereof?” To 
create the suspicion that this horrible thing is 
to be identified with the staunch confessionalism 
of our teachers and pastors as a whole and of our 
synod generally within the past fifty years, ~ 
this itself belongs to the awful deception which 
the prophet has decried. The Brief Statement of 
the Doctrinal Position of the Missouri Synod, 
that “good confession” which sums up our posi- 
tion during these years, gives the lie to all such 
false accusers of our Synod in these last terrible 
days. The “horrible thing” among us today 1s 
exactly what it was in the prophet Jeremiah’s day 


~~ false prophecy by teachers in high positions, 


pastors who would strengthen their hands and 
lord it over our people by shady methods, and 
alas, also laymen who evidently love to have it So. 

Thank God, there is one striking difference 
between the situation that confronted Jeremiah 
and the situation that confronts us in the Mis- 
souri Synod: all of those who have been named 
are but comparatively few among us, and they are 
being rebuked and restrained by proper testimony 
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from our ranks. Let us, under God, put a com- 
plete and speedy end to their machinations, so 
that we need no Jonger ask one another: “What 
shall ye do in the end thereof ?” 

Ie. A. Brauer, Joliet, Illinois. 


TRACTS 
Romans 16: 17-20, hy Prof. BE. W. A. 
Koehler, D. D. Price: 15 cents for single 
copy. Quantity rates on request. 
Order from: Tract Department, C. L. 
P. B., Box 4, Elizabeth, Illinois. 


® Liberalism in the Interpretation 


of Scripture Texts 
Two Kinds of Liberalism 

“Liberalisny’ is the topic discussed by Dr. W. 
Arndt in the Foreword to the current volume of 
the Concordia Theological Monthly (January, 
1948). The first portion of the article is devoted 
to a discussion of a liberalism in the sense of the 
New Testament (evangelical freedom from legal- 
istic ceremonialism and tyrannous human author- 
ity and tradition, This freedom is referred to in 
the Bible as Christian liberty; the modern, Janus- 
faced term “liberalism” is foreign to it. Cf, e.g, 
Galo 321.133 22432 Cor, 3217; 1 Cor 10720: 
8:9; 1 Pet..2:16;2 Pet. 2:19). The second part 
contains warnings against certain forms of. sin- 
ful liberalism. 

It should be stated at the very outset that the 
author has succeeded rather well in developing 
his topic historically, in an interesting style and 
manner of presentation, and that many of the 
points made in the article are worthy of attention 
on the part of the readers of the Monthly. Un- 
fortunately, however, it becomes necessary to call 
attention to serious errors found in this Foreword, 
especially to a paragraph devoted to the discussion 
of interpretations, which goes too far, by advocat- 
ing a false liberalism by way of complete freedom 
in the matter of interpretation and exegesis. 

Uncurtailed Liberty of Interpretation? 

[embodying in his Foreword a position which 
had been.taken hy the Signers of the Chicago 
Statement of 1945 in the meetings of the “Ten 
and Ten,” and which had been rejected by the 
President’s Appointees at the time as untenable, 
the Editor of the Monthly states: 

“Now and then the thought is voiced by well- 
meaning brethren that there must be uniformity 
of exegesis in the church if it is to be faithful 
to the Scriptures and the Confessions. It is held 
that there is such a thing as a Lutheran or Mis- 


souri Synod exegesis of certain passages which 
must be normative for everybody who wishes to 
be a member of our church body. What a limita- 
tion of Christian liberty the insistence on uni- 
formity of interpretation would represent. The 
Lutheran Church is indeed deeply interested in 
exegesis; it cultivates this branch of theological 
study and endeavor with loving devotion and 
concern. But the bond which unites us as Lu- 
therans is not uniformity of exegesis, but rather 
agreement in the doctrines of the sacred Word. 
In interpretation, Luther and Melanchthon, 
Walther and Stocckhardt differed now and then. 
The Church confesses Scripture truths, it puts 
the divine oracles themselves on its banner, it 
does not as such enter the field of exegesis. Who- 
soever subscribes to the symbolical hooks does not 
thereby obligate himself to endorse all the excgeti- 
cal processes contained in them. Here, too, 1s 
liberty, and we must not permit it to be curtailed.” 

The above paragraph from the Foreword is 
printed out in full first of all in order to show 
that it contains statements to which all of us will 
readily agree. Some of its sentences express 
sound principles of Bible interpretation. In regard 
to difficult passages which afford peculiar diffi- 
culties to the interpreter, our Church has always 
held correctly, that differing interpretations of 
such texts may be held without effecting one’s 
fellowship relations, as long as such interpreta- 
tions do not contradict any clear statement of 
God’s Word. 

But let us note that the writer of the above 
paragraph does not limit that freedom of inter- 
pretation to such passages as contain exegetical 
difficulties, but applies the principle generally to 
all texts of Scripture. He denies that there 1s 
such a thing as a Lutheran exegesis of any text 
which must be considered normative for everyone 
who wishes to be a member of our church ody. 
The interpretation of all passages of Scripture 
ix thus put on the same level in this one respect 
that no interpretation or exegesis of any text 
may ever be made binding on anyone. That 
was the position of the members of the Com- 
mittee of Signers, of which the author was a 
member, that such complete freedom of interpre- 
tation should be given also to the clearest and 
simplest texts of Scripture which serve as seats 
of doctrine became evident when they maintained 
that even though Rom. 16, 17, 18 was in their 
opinion such a clear passage that even a child 
could find in it nothing else but what they had 
found in it, namely a warning to avoid only non- 
Christian errorists, they nevertheless insisted that 
propaganda for the opposite interpretation of this 
clear passage should also be permitted. What a 
contradiction! If the Committee of the Signers 
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was convinced that the text is a clear passage and 
that their interpretation is correct, giving the 
divinely intended meaning, then they could not 
permit an opposite interpretation of this clear 
passage. No man has the right to permit an 
interpretation which conflicts with the clear literal 
sense of the text. 


An Untenable Position 


That this position is altogether untenable when 
applied in the orthodox church, can easily be 
shown. If we are to maintain the orthodoxy for 
which our Synod has stood these many years, we 
must not let go of the truth that there are texts 
the only true interpretation or exegesis of which, 
as we hold it, must indeed be considered normative 
for our church body, as well as for every church 
body which is truly orthodox. Since the reference 
here is to texts which set forth the doctrines of 
Christian theology in unmistakable terms, it would 
be better for the sake of clarity, however, to refer 
to this not as the Lutheran or “Missouri Synod 
interpretation or exegesis of such texts, but rather 
as the true Biblical interpretation or exegesis, 
since the process involved in interpreting such 
texts consist simply in lifting out of the text what 
is stated there in plain words. 


Interpretations which are Divisive 


That a faulty interpretation or exegesis of 
such texts may indeed become divisive of fellow- 
ship even when the person holding to them claims 
to adhere to the doctrine involved, can easily be 
demonstrated. Would any congregation of our 
Synod permit its pastor to deny from the pulpit 
that the Words of the Institution of the Lord’s 
Supper teach the doctrine of the Real Presence, 
even though that pastor emphatically declared his 
acceptance of that Scripture doctrine taught else- 
where? Would any one of the congregations of 
our Church permit its pastor to reject point A) 
of the answer to question 300 in our Catechisin 
in teaching the members of his confirmation class? 
(“I believe in the Real Presence because Jesus 
says, ‘This is My Body’,” ete.) Would our con- 
gregations be satisfied with all of this upon the 
basis of the explanation that the pastor had his 
own interpretation of the words of institution? 

The very fact that congregations of Synod, 
confronted with such a situation, would insist 
upon a correction or eventually demand the 
resignation of such a pastor, may serve to illus- 
trate the truth that interpretations of the plain 
texts which unmistakably set forth the doctrines 
for which the church stands may indeed become 
divisive of fellowship. In his book The Con- 
servative Reformation, pp. 149 and 150, Dr. 
Krauth points out that the Lutheran theologian 


Kahnis “dropped from the role of honor as a 
representative of Lutheran theology in the strictest 
sense” among other reasons because of “his re- 
jection of the Lutheran exegesis of the Words 
of Institution of the Supper, while he yet pro- 
fesses to hold fast to the substance of the Lu- 
theran doctrine of the Eucharist.” The same 
judgment would have to be passed upon any one 
who, by following his own interpretation of texts 
which unmistakably set forth other doctrines, 
would thus deny what the plain words say, even 
if they professed adherence to the doctrines as 
such, or who would deny what the plain words 
say even in texts of lesser importance, where no 
specific doctrine is directly involved (ce. g., to deny 
that Balaam’s ass spoke — on which see Dr, 
Walther in Lehre und Wehre, XIV, pp. 65-66). 


Dr. A. L. Graebner on Interpretation 


All of this is also clearly set forth in Dr. A. 
L. Graebner’s well-known article entitled “Variant 
Interpretations” in the Theological Quarterly, 
Vol. VI, January, 1902, pp. 1L1Off. On the first 
two pages of that article he speaks briefly of those 
texts of Scripture which form the basis of doc- 
trine in the orthodox church, and in regard to 
these texts he allows no variant interpretations ; 
for he states: “In fact, there is no doctrine of 
Christian theology which is not set forth in un- 
mistakable terms in some text of Scripture which 
may for that reason be agreed upon by all ortho- 
dox theologians as a sedes doctrinae of such doc- 
trinc. It is because of those texts, chiefly, that 
also the layman in theology, who does not enjoy 
the advantages of linguistic and hermeneutical 
training, can, even without the assistance of 
learned expositors, derive directly from the in- 
spired Word a correct knowledge of all the doc- 
trines which make us wise unto salvation.” (My 
emphasis.) Note how emphatically Dr. A. L. 
Graebner states that all orthodox theologians 
agree in regard to these texts, which even the 
laymen are able to interpret correctly. 

In the opening sentence of the next paragraph, 
Dr. A. L. Graecbner clearly indicates that the 
remainder and bulk of his article is devoted to 
the discussion of difficult texts. For that transt- 
tional sentence reads: “On the other hand, how- 
ever, there are in the Scriptures not a few texts 
which afford peculiar difficulties to the interpreter, 
difficulties which may concern the usage, or form, 
or arrangement, of the words, or their relation 
to the context, or the parallelism of the text, or 
apparent historical discrepancies, or several or 
all of these together.” Using a number of ex- 
amples, he sets forth as a principle in regard to 
such texts that “while two interpretations cannot 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 53 


both be exegetically correct, both may well be doc- 
trinally correct.” 


When is Exegesis Divisive? 


Now, at the meetings of the “Ten and Ten” 
this question about exegesis and interpretation 
also came up, and the question was asked: “When 
.does exegesis become divisive of fellowship?” 
This question was answered by the President’s 
Appointees as follows: 

1. A mere difference in exegesis of a Scrip- 
ture passage is not divisive of church fellowship 
even if neither of the two exegeses brings out the 
true meaning of the passage under consideration 
so long as neither conflicts with any doctrine or 
fact revealed in God’s Word. 

2. But every exegesis of a Scripture passage 
producing a false doctrine, or explaining away, 
or nullifying a Scriptural doctrine is potentially 
divisive of church fellowship. 

3. If, in spite of due admonition, such 
exegesis is propagated, it becomes divisive also in 
practice. 

This answer, however, was not acceptable to 
the Committee of the Signers, for the members 
of that committee held to the position that 
exegesis is never divisive, but only the resultant 
false doctrine. They also expressed their definite 
disagreement with the position that an exegesis 
which nullifies and removes a Scripture doctrine 
must be considered potentially divisive of fellow- 
ship. The direct bearing which all of this has 
on the position which the Signers are taking is 
pointed out in the last part of this article. 

An Unwarranted Separation Between 

Doctrines and the Seats of Doctrine 
Upon Which They Rest 


The fact that Dr. Arndt has used the pages of 
the Concordia Theological Monthly in order to 
restate this false position of the Signers on 
excgesis and interpretations is particularly offen- 
sive, because interpretations and exegesis are 
spoken of as something always separate and (lis- 
tinct from the doctrines of God’s Word, as in the 
sentence “But the bond which unites us as Lu- 
therans is not uniformity in exegesis, but rather 
agreement in the doctrines of the sacred Word.” 
(My emphasis.) All will readily agree that it 
is the doctrines of God’s Word which unite us, 
but these are not to be viewed as separate and 
apart from the true exegesis and interpretation of 
the texts which set forth those doctrines. Tf we 
were agreed merely on the various doctrines in 
their dogmatical form, but were not agreed in the 
interpretation and exegesis of the texts which 
unmistakably set forth those doctrines, our agree- 
ment would be nothing more than a sham. There 


was a tune when the doctrines of orthodox 
theology were not set forth in dogimatical form, 
as they are today, but when they existed in written 
form only in the words in which Scripture itself 
taught them. Every plain statement of the Bible 
which unmistakably sets forth doctrine is in itself 
therefore already a part of “the doctrine which 
ye have learned,” and when such texts are per- 
sistently denied through an interpretation which 
rejects what the plain words say, such a denial 1s 
potentially divisive af fellowship. 


Application to Romans 16, 17. 18 

Tt must not be overlooked that what is said 
in this Foreword to the Monthly about freedom 
of interpretation has a direct application to Rom, 
16, 17. 18. The Signers, not having retracted 
Thesis V of A Statement, are still asking for 
the freedom and license to make propaganda for 
their interpretation of this text, whereby the plain 
words of this text are directly denied. That their 
interpretation of this text is a denial of what this 
seat of doctrine on Unionism teaches can be shown 
in a few sentences. 


A Denial of the Plain Words of Scripture 


As the brochure Speaking the Truth in Love 
states, all the Signers are agreed that this text 
applies only to non-Christian errorists. They im- 
properly base their position on their own false 
interpretation and application of the words: “for 
they that are such serve not the Lord Jesus 
Christ, but their own belly.” Now, there is only 
one way in which these words could be under- 
stood to describe non-Christians only, and that 
would be by understanding them in_ the sense 
“they that are such never serve the Lord Jesus 
Christ, but always serve their own belly”; for 
it often happens that Christians also serve not the 
Lord Jesus, but their own belly. (See Rom., 
Ch. 7.) However, the words “never” and “al- 
ways” which would be needed in order to limit 
God’s judgment in y. 18 to non-Christian error- 
ists are not in the sacred text. Adding these 
words limits and changes the meaning of Rom. 16, 
17. 18 and its application. The context in which 
v. 18 appears demands that what is said there 
applies to the action of division and offense-mak- 
ing mentioned in y, 17, just as the words of Christ 
to Simon Peter in Matt. 16: “for thou savourest 
not the things that be of God, but those that be 
of men” apply only to Peter’s action in trying to 
dissuade Jesus from going down to Jerusalem, 
and not to Peter's life as such. The context 
in both texts requires us to recognize that God’s 
judgment is declared because of and with refer- 
ence to their action of division- and offense- 
making. 
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Such Faulty Interpretation 
Potentially Divisive 


The continued adherence of the Signers to an 
interpretation which plainly denies what this seat 
of the doctrine of Unionism clearly teaches is 
in itself very serious; for, if continued in, it 
means the breaking up of the God-pleasing unity 
of our Synod. That a denial of what the plain 
words of this text say is very serious, was indi- 
cated by President J. W. Behnken at a free con- 
ference at Oak Park on July 1, 1947, when he 
pointed out that if an exegesis which disagrees 
with what the plain words of Rom. 16, 17 say 
is persistently advocated, it will eventually have 
to become divisive of fellowship. 


Nullifying the Teaching on Unionism 

But the aberration on the text of the Signers 
in regard to this text extends even further than 
a denial of its plain meaning, for their limitation 
of this text to non-Christian errorists is merely 
the first step by which the true Scriptural doctrine 
on Unionism is explained away or nullified by 
them, As Dr. A. L. Graebner points out, we can 
only then speak of a doctrine as being a Scripture 
truth when we can point to a text or texts which 
clearly and unmistakably set forth that teaching, 

On what passages do the Signers base their 
doctrine of Unionism? At the meetings of the 
“Ten and Ten” it soon became apparent that not 
only Rom 16, 17, but also all other passages which 
directly forbid unionism with all errorists were 
likewise being limited by them to non-Christian 
errorists. [Sven though they were repeatedly 
asked by the President’s Appointees to point to a 
single passage which in their opinion expressly 
forbids fellowship also with errorists who may be 
called Christians, such a passage was never 
offered. Instead, the Committee of the Signers 
stated that the teaching of Unionism, as_ they 
understood it, was based on such positive passages 
as Matt. 28, 20, “Teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you,” and 
John 8, 32, “If ye continue in My word, then are 
ye My disciples indeed.” 


A New Doctrine of Unionism 


Now, Jet us assume for the sake of argument 
that it were true that all texts which unmistakably 
prohibit Unionism applied only to non-Christian 
errorists, and that we had only such texts as 
Matt. 28, 20 to go by in determining our attitude 
toward errorists who may be called Christians. 
What acts of unionism would these texts prohibit, 
if taken by themselves? By exhorting all Chris- 
tians to adhere to and to preach and teach the 
full truth without any admixture of error, these 


passages warn us against denying the truth or 
approving of error, no matter where this might 
take place. These texts forbid error, what has 
sometimes been called “fellowship with error,” 
hut they do not in themselves forbid all religious 
fellowship with errorists. Passages like John 8, 
32 and Matt. 28, 20 would apply if at a joint 
service of a Lutheran and a Baptist congregation 
any one of the participants then and there denied 
the truth or approved of error by positive word 
or action, for if I am to hold to the full truth, 
as these passages teach, then it also follows from 
these texts that I may not deny any part of that 
truth, either singly by myself or jointly together 
with someone else with whom I jointly conduct 
such a service. But if at that same gathering the 
truth is not denied and error is not approved by 
positive word or action, then these texts do not 
apply. 

Now it is significant to note that the new 
definition of Unionism proposed by the Signers 
limits the application of this term to those joint 
religious exercises in which the truth is denied or 
error is approved right then and there by positive 
word or action. For in explanation of thesis UX 
of “A Statement” in Speaking the truth in Love 
it is stated: “Before anyone dare be justly accused 
of Unionism, however, it must be shown that he 
actually did deny the truth or approve of error, ; 
(My emphasis.) But this is not Unionism; it 1s 
something far worse. It is plain denial of the 
truth. Whoever remains silent over against error, 
Jends his support to it. If Paul in Gal. 2, Lif. 
would have kept silent, he would have consented 
to the dissimulation of Peter. In that same docu- 
ment the time-tested definition of our Concordia 
Cyclopedia that Unionism is “joining in religious 
worship or in religious work or both by such 
as are not in doctrinal agreement” is specifically 
rejected as untenable because it forbids all fellow- 
shiping with errorists as in itself already union- 
istic, without limitations of any kind. 

Unfortunately, since “A Statement” remains 
unretracted, many of the expressions found im 
the last portion of Dr. Arndt’s Foreword in 
which warnings are voiced against sinful liberal- 
ism will necessarily have to be understood in the 
restricted sense of the new definitions adopted by 
the Signers. The warnings against “Unionism 
voiced by the author are of course directed against 
those extreme cases in which by positive word or 
action the truth is denied or error is approved. 
While the editor warns against the sinful liberal- 
ism that would “set aside any of the teachings ‘ot 
God,” we must keep in mind that those errorists 
who express their liberalism by rejecting God's 
Word “in details of doctrine which have never 
been considered divisive of fellowship” should 
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not on that account, according to the opinion of 
the author, be denied the hand of fellowship. 
(Thesis XI of A Statement. Note also the subject 
of Dr. Arndt’s essay at the coming Western Dis- 
trict convention: “Which Are the Nonfunda- 
mental Doctrines of Scripture and Not Divisive 
of Pulpit and Altar Fellowship ?’’) 


“Earnestly Contend for the Faith” 


May the Lord give our pastors and laymen 
the courage to take a firm stand against the false 
liberalism which is being promoted also in our 
Synod, a liberalism which seeks permission to 
reject the plain words of a seat of the doctrine 
of Unionism, a liberalism which actually nullifies 
our Scriptural teaching of Unionism, a liberalism 
which demands less as a requirement for fellow- 
ship than God’s Word does. Unless those whom 
the Spirit of God has guided into all truth will 
be willing to pray, work, and testify for the full 
retention of that truth by our Synod and do so 
now, God may take from us the precious heritage 
which we have enjoyed so long, and bestow it 
upon others more appreciative than we. 

God granting it, this shall not happen! 

A. T. Bretzm ann, 


All District treasurers have been advised 
that all congregational contributions to the 
Confessional Lutheran or the Confessional 
Lutheran Publicity Bureau are to be sent 
to the 

CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 
910 Second Avenue 
Sterling, Illinois 

You may now fecl safe to send such 

contributions through the District channels. 


® fFrowning Upon Evildoers 
A Few Words Concerning “Eli Discipline” 


The two sons of Eli were not only members 
of his family, but also of his church. They were 
priests who were in the service of the church. 
So the words of [ Sam. 3, 13 are to be applied 
also with reference to their conduct in the church: 
“I have told him that I will judge his house 
forever for the iniquity which he knoweth; be- 
cause his sons made themselves vile and he re- 
stramed them not.” (Marginal reading: “He 
frowned not upon them.’') Also in the church 
itis displeasing to God if one does not even 
“frown upon? them that do evil. The church, 
in the larger sense of the word, consists of all 
of those who with me confess the Christian faith, 
the three articles of the Creed; among these they 


who with us teach and confess God’s Word in all 
points in its purity are closer to us. Now, not 
only evil fellows who do not concern themselves 
about God make their appearance in the church, 
but also such as depart from His Word. Such 
departure is sin in every case, even though it may 
sometimes be unconscious. What does the Lord 
ask of us in such a situation? In our day it is 
said: Love! And one wants to stay all carnest- 
ness and condemn all sharpness as lovelessness. 
Thereby Luther in condemned, who wielded a 
sharp pen. He rightly said: “Don’t come to 
me with that love!” 

In our day and in our circles it is perhaps 
still the fashion to say: “My sons, it is no good 
report that I hear”; one should not do thus, teach 
thus. But one no longer “frowns upon” such 
things. We have clected officials, leaders who 
are particularly to see to it that things are as they 
should be in our church as regards life and doc- 
trine. Would that these might remember their 
duty and in given cases not only speak and say 
“It is no good report that I hear,” but also “frown 
upon” them that do evil; that they might in what 
they say and in the very tone of their words, in 
what they write and in their dealings, show 
that theirs is a holy earnestness, not for the sake 
of their person, but for the sake of Ged and His 
Word, even at the risk of the appearance of love- 
lessness on their part. Let such as do frown upon 
evil not be reproached for this! Everyone may 
well ask himself: Will the Lord have to rebuke 
me because I am failing to deal with transgressors 
in a friendly fashion? But everyone should just 
as well ask himself: Will the Lord have to rebuke 
me because I failed to “frown upon” transgres- 
sion? Neither one of these dare be missing 
Both are the will of God at all times! 

Rev, I. Uvpricit, 
St. Paul, Minnesota. 


@ “Unionism” 

Under the above heading Rev. C. L. Abel of 
Chicago was kind enough to subinit the following 
for publication in the Confessional Lutheran: 

“We define unionism as any form of church 
activity which proceeds on the assumption that 
complete harmony in public teaching 1s not neces- 
sary for participation in joint religious work or 
worship. 

“Our basis for this position is the doctrine of 
Holy Scripture regarding the Clearness of the 
Bible as a book of revealed truth. Those who take 
any other stand must assume either that God 
could not or did not desire to speak so plainly 
that men may understand what was in His mind 
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and what He intended to reveal to them. Either 
would be blasphemy. We have the direct com- 
mand to ‘remain in His truth’ and to ‘teach men 
to observe all things whatsoever Christ has com- 
manded us,’ and we have the divine prohibition, 
Romans 16, 17. Really, this is all there ts to 
the anti-unionistic argument,.and JI believe it is 
plenty. It is an all-inclusive principle. Anyone 
who limits, for instance, the application of the 
confessional principle only to the Reformed, is 
neither logical in his thinking nor consistent in 
his practice. If I am permitted, e. g., to conduct 
jointly a Thanksgiving service with a Lutheran 
minister whom I hold to be a Christian at heart, 
though he is identified with a neutral or opposi- 
tion body of Lutherans, then I must do the same 
in the case of a Methodist, Baptist, or Catholic 
whom I hold to be a Christian at heart. Unless 
I do this, I not only act on a premise which makes 
of Lutheranism a sect, but I would most un- 
charitably discriminate against the brethren (we 
know there are such) among the Reformed and 
Papists. I can understand a man who is ready 
for union with anyone who calls himself Chris- 
tian; but I do not understand how a Lutheran 
can, in his relation to those who bear the Lutheran 
name, cast overboard the confessional principle 
and establish fellowship with those Lutherans 
whom he ‘believes to be Christians at heart’ I 
hope that it makes no difference to us whether 
aman in his relation to God is either ‘Missourian’ 
or ‘Christian’ ; or shall we make a sect also of our 
Missouri Synod? There is only one escape from 
these dilemmas:. that connection which a man 
publicly holds decides his confessional status, and 
nothing else. If he is a Lutheran at heart, but 
a brother to errorists, I cannot fellowship him 
without establishing the rule that it is the invisible 
faith in the heart which decides Christian fellow- 
ship, — a rule which would lead to the utmost 
confusion and which would be un-Lutheran and 
un-Seriptural.” . 

All of this (and we have omitted nothing) was 
written by Dr. Theo, Graebner in 1920 in his 
series of “Letters toa Young Preacher.” Tenth 
Letter, Homiletic Magazine, Vol. 44, 1920, p. 
566f.) It could well be made a basis not only for 
discussion of Romans 16, 17 and the confessional 
principle of fellowship, but for practically all of 
the issues raised by Statementarians since 1945, 
With such a basis of discussion, it should hardly 
be necessary for the President of the Missouri 
Synod to trouble anyone to write additional topics 
for discussion toward settlement of the issues 
which the Chicago Statement has raised among us. 


P. H. Bureporr. 


© The Only Escape from the 
Dilemmas of a False Doctrine 
of Church Fellowship 


(Dr. Theo. Graebner’s Former Scriptural 
Position Against Unionism) 


It is a fine testimony concerning the doctrine | 
of church fellowship that is contained in Dr. Theo, , 
Graebner’s anti-unionistic argument of 1920 as it 
has been republished by us in the foregoing article, - 
Let us arrange in a somewhat different order the 
various propositions of Dr. Graebner’s former 
Scriptural position, to which we still hold, and 
shall hold, with the Missouri Synod. This may 
help to give us a better insight to the several doc- 
trinal issues involved in the matter of church 
fellowship. 


I. The Doctrine of the Church 


Thesis 


We know (from the Word of God, which we 
believe) that there are Christian “brethren” in 
the sense of true believers in Christ among Pap- 
ists, among the Reformed, and among Lutherans 
who are associated with errorists as well as there 
are such in our own midst. It may be added that, 
just so, we hold that not all among us are neces- 
sarily true brethren in the sense that they are rea] 
Christians. Only God knows who is a true be- 
liever. As to his relation to God, it makes ne 
difference to us whether a man is a ‘Missourian’ 
or a ‘Christian’ of some other kind. This is the: 
doctrine of the Church, the One Holy Christian 
Church, known to God alone. It is a most neces- 
sary and comforting doctrine. 


Antithesis 

To jump to the conclusion, from the doctrine 
of the Church (the unseen congregation of al: 
believers in Christ), that it is the invisible faitt- 
in the heart that decides external fellowship 18 tc 
make a wrong inference. Such a principle o4 
church fellowship is un-Scriptural and un-~ 
Lutheran and leads to utmost confusion (such as 
has made its appearance in the Missouri Synoc? 
today). . 

Note 

In view of the fact that not a few people are 
committed to the false principle that it is the 
invisible faith in the heart that decides externa! 
fellowship we can understand that some men are 
ready for union with anyone who calls himsel4 
a Christian. In such a case, consistency would 
require precisely this. If I were, for instance. 
permitted to conduct a Thanksgiving service 
jointly with a Lutheran minister whom I hold 
to be a Christian at heart, though he is identified 
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with a neutral or opposition body of Lutherans, 
then I would necessarily have to do the same in 
the case of a Methodist, Baptist, or Catholic whom 
I hold to be a Christian at heart. If I were to 
purstic a different course, I would be acting on a 
premise which would make of Lutheranism a 
sect, and this would also be most uncharitable 
discrimination against Christian “brethren’ in 
other churches. (This explains why the charge 
of lack of charity is constantly raised against us 
by those who have a false doctrine of church 
fellowship. ) : 


II, The Doctrine of Church Fellowship 

The doctrine of church fellowship involves 
a number of other Christian truths, principles, 
doctrines. What are some of these? 

1. Basic to our position in the matter of 
church fellowship is the Scriptural doctrine of 
the Clearness of the Bible as a book of revealed 
truth. Those who take any other stand must 
assume either that God could not or did not 
desire to speak so plainly that men may know 
what was in His mind and what He intended to 
reveal to them. . Either would be blasphemy. 
(Unionists always question the clearness of Holy 
Scripture one way or another, They insist on the 
“right” of conflicting “interpretations” where no 
such right exists. Sec, for instance, Dr. Wm. 
Arndt’s false contention for uncurtailed liberty or 
“liberalism” of Scripture interpretation in the 
Foreword to the Concordia Theological Monthly, 
January, 1948, which is answered in the article, 
“Liberalism in the Interpretation of Scripture 
Texts,” in this issue.) 

2. We have the direct command to remain 
in all truth and to teach men all things whatsoever 
Christ has commanded us. And we have the 
divine prohibition, Romans 16, 17: “Now I 
beseech you, brethren, marl them which cause 
divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine 
which ye have learned; and avoid them.” This 
is called the confessional principle. Tt is 
decisive in the matter of church fellowship. That 
connection which a man publicly holds decides his 
status, and nothing else. 


Note 

The confessional principle is all-inclusive. 
That is to say, it is to be applied to all churches 
alike. Anyone who would, for instance, limit the 
confessional principle only to the Reformed is 
neither logical in his thinking nor consistent in 
his practice. If a man is Lutheran at heart, but 
a brother to errorists, I cannot fellowship him. 
To do so is to cast overboard the confessional 
principle. 


3. We define as unionism any form of church 
activity which proceeds on the assumption that 
complete harmony in public teaching is not neces- 
sary for participation in joint religious work or 
worship (¢. g., Joint prayer-worship). 

Really, this is all there is to the anti-unionistic 
argument, and we believe it is plenty. 

P. H. Burcporr. 


© “Troubling Israel” 
I Kings 18:17. 18 


In the entire Statementarian Controversy, 
which is rapidly approaching a new climax, it 
is most significant that the signers accuse the 
conservatives of disturbing the peace of the 
Church. Thus history repeats itself. Just as 
Ahab charged Elijah with troubling Isracl, be- 
cause the latter insisted on being faithful to the 
unchangeable Word of God, so some of the lead- 
ing signers of the notorious Chicago Statement 
(withdrawn, but not retracted, together with its 
vicious accompanying letter) have the temerity 
to accuse the staunch and conservative defenders 
of the faith once committed to the Lutheran 
Church of introducing new and, by implication, 
false teaching. Dr. Theo. Graebner even applied 
the epithet “Neo-Missourian” to those who stand 
on the platform of Holy Writ and the Lutheran 
Confessions and continue to oppose his historical 
and doctrinal errors in the Lutheran Witness and 
his false teaching in his pamphlet “Prayer Fellow- 
ship,” a product whose genesis is still under 
justified suspicion. 

That Dr. Theo. Graebner (and his colleagues 
of the editorial staff) has lost all his former 
judgment in matters theological, when it comes 
to questions of unionism, is apparent from the 
March 23, 1948, issue of the Lutheran Witness. 
And, saddest of all, he seems to have the support 
of the entire faculty of Concordia Seminary, St. 
Louis, Missouri. Although there are other weak 
spots in this issue, we are concerned at this time 
chiefly with the second installment of the article 
“The Bible, the Layman, and the Right of 
Private Judgment.” As correct as the first two 
paragraphs are, the remainder of the article is 
of such a vicious nature as to have caused a lay- 
man to call up one of our pastors as soon as he 
had read the contribution, as made by Dr. Theo. 
Graebner (G.), in order to register his objections. 

Rarely have we, in a magazine appearing in 
the midst of our Missouri Synod, read such a 
conglomeration of confused theological reasoning. 
Matters which do not at all belong in the same 
category are intermingled in such a way as to 
throw a smokescreen over the entire Bible. It 
may be granted that certain Bible passages offer 
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a degree of difficulty, especially to the tyro in 
Christian truth, but to place 1 Cor. 2:9, Rom. 
14:23, and Gal. 3:24 into this category is to 
ignore the accepted hermeneutical principle that 
the context is the second factor in determining 
the meaning of a passage. It is evident that there 
is grave danger, in the case of such as are them- 
selves not thoroughly grounded in Scriptural 
truth, that they fall into the condemnation of 
2 Peter 3:16b.: “Which they that are unlearned 
and unstable wrest, as they do also the other 
Scriptures, unto their*own destruction.” 

The author of the article states that “differ- 
ences of interpretation do not affect the unity of 
faith.’ Agreed; provided such interpretation 
does not contradict the clear words of the passage. 
In the last two years the phraseology of TEzek. 
32:2 could well be applied to the false interpreta- 
tion of such passages as Rom 16:17f.: “Thou 
troubledst the waters with thy feet, and fouledst 
their rivers.” The venerable doctor is constantly 
coutradicting his former correct teaching, as found 
in former numbers of the Lutheran Witness and 
the Concordia Theological Monthly. It is clear 
that, at least since 1945, he has formulated a new 
set of hermeneutical principles, tailor-made to fit 
the obvious unionistic tendencies of leading 
liberals in our Synod, with himself well in the 
vanguard, 

Furthermore: If the quotation in the foot- 
note on page 87 is a faithful reproduction of an 
actual resolution of the faculty in St. Louis, it 
represents a new low in theological opinions 
rendered by the faculty of the St. Louis Seminary. 
It is contrary to the teaching of the Scriptures, of 
the Lutheran Confessions, of Luther, of Pieper, 
Stoeckhardt, and Bente; it is contrary to the 
former teaching of Doctors Theo. Graebner and 
Wm. Arndt, as has been abundantly shown in 
previous releases; and it is contrary to the Consti- 
tution of the Missouri Synod and the Brief State- 
ment, since hoth documents quote the passage 
against unionism in every form. And as for the 
“analogy of faith,’ we ought to remember that 
expounding or teaching the Scriptures according 
to analogy of faith means, as Luther tersely puts 
it, to examine all the statements of the Bible which 
offer some difficulty in interpretation in the light 
of the elear and unmistakable passages which are 
known to us as the /oci classici. Rom. 16:17f, 
stands against all forms of unionism. 

P. E. Krerzmann, Pu. D., D. D., En. D. 


@® <A Warning Against 
‘Ecumaniacs’ 


The word ‘ecumaniacs’ was coined, and the 
warning against ‘ecumaniacs’ of which we are 


speaking was sounded, by Dr. S. C. Michelfelder, 
executive secretary of the Lutheran World 
Federation and a member of the American Lu- 
theran Church. (Lutheran Standard, January 24, 
1948.) 

Dr. Michelfelder’s warning was directed 
against the men whose views are guiding the 
affairs of the World Council of Churches, an 
organization now in process of formation, i 
which the current ‘ecumenic’ movement has 
crystallized. As commonly used in this connection, 
the term ‘ecumenic’ refers to an effort to unite 
many or all churches throughout the world into 
one external fellowship regardless of doctrinal 
differences. 

The World Council of Churches, proposed and 
planned since 1937/1938, is to meet for its first 
regular assembly next summer in Amsterdam, 
Holland. Its tentative constitution, drawn up by 
a Provisional Committee, stipulates that meetings 
are to be held every five years and that they are 
to be limited to 450 delegates. Representation 1s 
to be on a geographic basis. That is to say, 
delegates would simply come as American church~ 
men, English churchmen, German churchmen, 
etc.; not as Lutherans, Methodists, and the like. 
In other words, the World Council of Churches 
as at present constituted represents an absorptive 
type of unionism, in which confessional differ- 
ences are not recognized, but absorbed. It is to 
serve as a meltingpot out of which a new position, 
another sect or unionistic confession and fellow- 
ship, 1s to come forth by means of the well-known 
formula of a lowest common denominator, 


‘Ecumaniacs’ and ‘Ecumaniacs’ 


It is against this absorptive type of unionism 
that Dr. Michelfelder has directed his attack. He 
has deseribed the ‘ecumaniacs’ who are in control 
of the World Council of Churches as churchmen 
“who have no convictions (other) than that tt 1 
expedient to unite.” He says that they are men 
“who seck to unite Protestantism without taking 
into consideration the differences between yvar1otts 
denominations.” They would make out of the 
World Council of Churches, he says, a mess of 
pottage, or a “puree” as he terms it, “in which 
Anglicans, Lutherans, Methodists, Greek Ortho- 
dox, Presbyterians, and so forth (Catholics are 
actually included in the World Council of 
Churches — Jed.) will lose their identity.” 

Dr. Michelfelder, the American Lutheran 
Church, the United Lutheran Church, and other 
unionistic Lutherans who are allied with the 
‘ecumaniacs’ in the World Council of Churches 
against whom Dr. Michelfelder has warned are 
now worried about their alliance, because they are 
themselves ‘ecumenics’ of a different sort: In- 
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stead of the absorptive type of unionism which 
the Council actually represents, they would like 
to see it espouse a ‘conservative’ type of unionism ; 
that is, one which would conserve the confessional 
differences of the various denominations repre- 
sented by the World Council of Churches while 
uniting them in a single conglomerate fellowship 
or union, 


Substituting One Mania for Another 


To this end the Lutheran World Convention 
at its meeting in Lund, Sweden, last summer 
proposed an amendment to the constitution of the 
World Council of Churches that would provide 
for representation on a confessional basis. In 
support of this proposal Dr. Michelfelder has 
said that the Lutheran delegates to Amsterdam 
“should come as Lutheran delegates representing 
their churches officially and not some nebulous, 
non-existent invisible body of geographic sec- 
tions.” “Let the World Council of Churches be 
a council of churches,” he said; and he concluded, 
“as churches we can work and study together 
without sacrificing our identity or our confessions. 
This is ecumenical as we understand the word.” 


A Well Identified Ancient Affliction 


Not only our Missourian fathers —- God bless 
their remembrance! — but the old recognized 
theologians of the Lutheran Church long ago 
precisely defined and classified the two types of 
unionism of which we have been speaking (as well 
as a third type, femperative unionism, in which 
concessions are made on either side, but which 
we have no occasion to discuss just now). Who- 
ever is interested in this sort of thing will find 
a simple, concise, and thorough discussion of this 
matter in Dr. Walther’s Foreword to Lehre und 
Wehre, Vol. XIV (1867). 

But what is more important, our fathers, the 
old dogmaticians, and the Lutheran Church as 
such in its Book of Concord, have condemned each 
and every one of these types of unionism alike. 
On the basis of Holy Scripture they have simply 
rejected all unionism; and so, with them, do we. 
We have not been given the truth merely to have 
our confession of it absorbed and obliterated by 
union with men who have no convictions other 
than that it is expedient to unite. Just as little 
are we as Christians to unite in a church fellow- 
ship which would conserve the peculiar and false 
confessional position of Anglicans, Methodists, 
Presbyterians, and the like. We are what we are 
by the grace of God — Confessional Lutherans — 
so that we may confess the truth, all of the truth, 
and nothing but the truth, and so far as may be 
possible: under God, help win others also to con- 


fess this truth with us. This includes, contrari- 
wise, the rejection of all error. 


Recognizing a Disease for What It Is 


Dr. Michelfelder has used the right word in 
warning against the unionism of the World Coun- 
cil of Churches. Unionism is, rightly considered, 
a mania, The dictionary defines a mania as 
“1) Violent derangement of mind; insanity. 2) 
Excessive excitement or enthusiasm; a craze, a 
rage, a furor.” Appeal to reason is lost upon 
maniacs of all kinds unless and until they are 
cured of their mania. Appeal to Holy Scripture 
is lost upon such as Dr, Michelfelder himself has 
described as ecumaniacs unless and until they are 
cured of the mania of their unionism. 


The Only Cure for the Mania of Unionism 


A mania cannot be cured by substituting for it 
another mania, even though it be supposed to be 
one of a lesser sort. The only cure for the mania 
of unionism is a restoration to Christian sobriety. 
To such sobriety the Holy Scriptures constantly 
admonish and invite us. They tell those who find 
thémselves affected by the affliction of ‘ecumani- 
acs’ in the World Council of Churches and every 
similar alliance: “Come out from among them, 
and be ye separate!” (II Cor. 6,17.) And they 
tell us who only by grace have until now been 
spared a like affliction: “Avoid them!’ (Rom. 
16, 17.) And this the Holy Scriptures tell us to 
do not only with a view to our own preservation 
in grace, but also for the sake of such ‘ecumaniacs’ 
themselves. For it is the most forceful and effec- 
tive kind of testimony that can be offered them. 
It is the kind of testimony over against them that 
God wants. 

The saving truth is as simple as that. 

Paut H. Bureporr. 


@ The True Cause of the 
Church’s Misereres 

A Church which contends for nothing, either 
has lost the truth, or has ceased to love it. War- 
fare is painful, but they whose errors create the 
necessity for it are responsible for all its miseries. 

Charles P. Krauth, The Conservative Re- 
formation and Its Theology, p. 147. 


@ What Our Readers Say 

From a Pastor in the “Evangelical Lutheran 
Church”: 

(Note: the “Evangelical Lutheran Church,” 
formerly known as the Norwegian Lutheran 
Church of America, is a heterodox and unionistic 
body bearing the Lutheran name. It is affiliated 
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with the American Lutheran Conference, the 
National Lutheran Council, and the Lutheran 
World Federation. At a convocation of pastors 
of the “Evangelical Lutheran Church,” Dr. O. A. 
Geiseman of River Forest, Illinois, on January 
28-30, conducted three separate services of wor- 
ship, consisting of prayer, an address on a very 
general, confessionally colorless theme such as 
“Our Privilege,” etc., and benediction. It is to 
this incident that the following-letter from a pastor 


fessional Lutheran as things stand today. May 
God continue to vouchsa fe His blessing upon your 
every effort in behalf of the Missouri Synod, 
which has been doctrinally as sound as are out 
Confessions themselves, but which (even iad 
Zechariah said this of Christ Himself) is being 
‘wounded in the house of its friends’.” — Prof. 

“I have recently read the Confessional Lu- 
theran from 1944 to 1947 and found it very inter- 
esting and enlightening. I am enclosing remit 
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in the E, L. C. refers. — P, H. B.) 

“Will you please renew my subscription to the 
Confessional Lutheran. 

“Dr, Geiseman recently appeared at our E. L, 
C, mid-winter convocation at St. Paul. We were 
glad to see him and have him there and we ex- 
pected some help in a confessional way and a 
strengthening of the Scriptural position among 
us. What a disappointment we faced! What has 
happened to Missouri? 

“IT am glad you are clear in your testimony. 
J need not ask ‘What is happening to you? 

““THE SCRIPTURE CANNOT 
BROKEN’.” 


BE 
* * * * 


“I wish to subscribe to the Confessional Lu- 
theran. With that I wish to encourage you men 
and tell you that you are serving our church well; 
better perhaps. than you realize, My circuit stands 
wholly on your principles. Nor do I know of 
one confessed liberal in our district.’ — From a 
pastor in the mid-west. ; 

“On the basis of what they have severally 
written, I should like to kiss every one of the 
writers of the February issue of the Confessional 
Littheran with the holy kiss of charity. The 
trumpet is giving a certain sound and is getting 
ever louder. The laity is beginning to hear it 
and to want to hear it.” — Dr. X, Wisconsin, 

“I have noticed in the Lutheran Witness what 
Dr. C writes concerning Jeremiah’s time. The 


point is a complaint against the old and renewed | 


‘trend’ in our synod — the last fifty years... . 
These attacks in the ‘official’ paper of our synod 
are not fair.” — A pastor in St, Paul. 

“Tam deeply grateful to God and to you for 
the valiant battle you are waging for loyalty to 
the whole counsel of God revealed in Holy Scrip- 
ture. May our heavenly Father bless your con- 
tinued efforts and keep you 100% on the founda- 
tion of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ 
Himself being the chief cornerstone.” — A pastor 
in Colorado. 

“T want to thank you for your excellently 
written articles in the Confessional Lutheran, | 
do not see how any conscientious pastor in our 
Synodical Conference can be without the Con- 


tance for a subscription. I have been praying 
earnestly to God that He may lead the Missourt 
Synod back to its old position. An old Missoutt 
Synod pastor once gave me the first five volumes 
of the Concordia Theological Monthly, I have 
just finished paging through these, reading some 
articles and the church news and comments of 
those years. That was a different synod from the 
one that speaks today. Inter-seminary nicetings 
were roundly condemned as unionistic.. . . There 
is a lesson in this that those professors who wrote 
so eloquently against unionism are now found to 
he the leaders of the unionistic Missourians.” — 
A pastor in South Dakota. : 

“Recent developments seem to indicate that 
the work of the Confessional Lutheran has not 
been in vain. May the Lord continue to prospet 
your efforts.” — A pastor in the State of Wash- 
ington, 

“Tam glad to see that there are yet a few 
Lutheran papers such as the Confessional Lite 
theran which have retained the courage to defen 
the confessional standard of the Ey. Luthera® 
Church over against those who have become weak 
ened in this respect and are therefore trying ie 
compromise truth with error. It is my sincere 
hope and prayer that God will continue to bless 
the work which is being carried on through suc 
publications as the C onfessional Lutheran.” — 
pastor of the National [Evangelical Luthera? 
Church (finnish — Synodical Conference). 
section 
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9 Ow New Masthead 


With this issue the Confessional Lutheran is 


- Making its appearance surmounted by a somewhat 
_ hew, masthead, 


The center of attention in the 
cut which wilt henceforth be part of the regular 
masthead is the Latin inscription “Verbum Dei 
Vineit” — which means: The Word of God 
Conquers, 


This inscription expresses one of the deepest 
Convictions of the Confessional Lutheran. For in 
the controversies that are assailing our church 
today it is the Word of God alone ~ and not 
some man’s “interpretation” of it — on which we 
Stand. As long as we cling in faith to that Word 
nl can be no doubt of our victory. For the 
: ord of God Conquers, and they conquer with 

Who cling to that Word unwaveringly and un- 
achingly over against any and all opposition. 
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Whoever in this age of indifference and 
unionism is ready to make a confession to the 
least error, to just that extent sacrifices the Word 
and, with it, the victory that might otherwise 
be his, . 

If you want to share in real conquest over 
against the very powers of hell and over against 
all the cunning that men can devise and array 
against a church that is faithful in every detail to 
its Lord, then cling to the Word, 

Cling to the Word and you will be conquering 
all the while. However else it may appear to 
men puffed up by the proud imagination and vain 
conceit of their heart, you will be victor from 
beginning to end. For — THE WORD OF 
GOD CONQUERS! 

Paut H. Bureporr, 
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® The Relationship Between 
the Invisible and the 
Visible Church 


The lack of clarity which at present prevails 
in the Missouri Synod concerning certain matters 
of doctrine extends also to the relationship be- 
tween the invisible and the visible Church. Asa 
result of this lack we are no longer in full agree- 
ment regarding the relationship between the Lu- 
theran Church and other denominations, espe- 
cially the relationship between the true Lutheran 
Church and such churches as call themselves Lu- 
theran but do not agree in every respect with 
Lutheran doctrine and practice. 


The questions which arise in this connection 
are clearly answered already in the first articles 
which appeared in the first issues of Der Lu- 
theraner more than a hundred years ago. The 
truths and principles set forth by Dr. Walther in 
these articles are true and applicable today. The 
errors and false principles against which Walther 
testified in his day have recurred in various forms 


in the course of time. But all these various forms 
have one common feature: unclear ideas, regard- 
ing the true nature of the Church, especially the 
relationship between the invisible and the visible 
Church. 

It is highly instructive to compare the Scrip- 
tural principles and truths set forth by Walther 
with the Declaration of Principles concerning the 
Church and its External Relationships adopted by 
the United Lutheran Church in America on 
October 26, 1920, the so-called Washington 
Declaration. (See Doctrinal Declarations, C. P. 
H., 1936, p. 11ff.; also C. T. M., 1935, pp. 46-53.) 
Such a comparison may clear our vision so that 
we shall be better able to see clearly the trouble- 
some element which is now slowly and gradually 
destroying the former unity of the Missouri 
Synod, 


The Invisible and the Visible Church 


First of all we must get a clear conception 
of the terms “invisible’ and “visible Church.” 
Walther testifies against a coarse perversion by 
Methodists of this distinction. Their conception 
was this: We must distinguish between the Chris- 
tian Church and the communion of saints, in this 
manner: The Christian Church of which we speak 
in the Third Article of our Creed is the sum total 
of all Christian denominations. The Catholic, the 
Lutheran, the Episcopal, the Methodist Church, 
and all other denominations taken together con- 
stitute the one holy Christian Church. The 
Christian Church therefore is a visible body, not 
united, it is true, but split into many visible church 
bodies . The communion of saints, on: the other 
hand, is the sum total of all true believers who are 
contained in these church bodies and who are 
known to God only. The communion of saints 
is therefore the invisible Church. 


Over against this confused conception Walther 
maintains that, according to Scripture, there are 
not two Churches, a visible and an_ invisible 
Church, but only one Church which is invisible 
and only invisibie. The Christian Church which 
we contess in the Third Article of our Creed is 
nothing else than the communion of saints. We 
do not see, but believe, the holy Christian Church. 
The communion of saints is called Church in the 
Bible. Wherever Scripture defines the Christian 
Church it describes it as the spiritual body of 
Christ the members of which are the true De- 
lievers in Christ or as the spiritual temple of 
God the living stones of which are the Christians 
in the whole world. 


Why, then, and in what sense, do we speak 
of a visible Church also? Not in this sense as 
though beside the invisible Church there were an- 
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other Church which is visible. -But wherever 
Christians join to form congregations, such as do 
not really believe, but confess Christ with the 
mouth only, will mingle with the number of true 
Christians. Since we cannot look into the hearts 
of men, we cannot separate the tares from the 
wheat. God alone knows who are the true Chris- 
tians and who the sham Christians are in such a 
gathering. But we must consider as Christians 
all who confess Christ as long as they do not 
become evident as un-Christians. But does such 
a mixed group of Christians and un-Christians 
still deserve the name Church? Strictly speaking 
only the true Christians in such a mixed group 
are the Church. The sham Christians do not 
really belong to the Church, but are only out- 
wardly mixed with the Christians. The keys are 
not given to any unbeliever or sham Christian, 
but to the true Christians only, who are found in 
such a gathering. Nor would we have a right 
to call such a group which is made up of Chris- 
tians and wn-Christians a church if Scripture 
would not give us this right. But by a figure of 
speech which is common in human language 
Scripture calls such gatherings “churches.” (Cp., 
e. g. Gal. 1, 2 and the Letters to the Seven 
Churches in Asia in Rev.) This figure of 
. speech which is commonly called synecdoche con- 
sists in this that a certain thing is named after its 
essential part while other parts which are not 
essential are disregarded. Thus we call a field 
on which grass and weeds are growing among the 
wheat a wheatfield, although strictly speaking it 
is a field of wheat plus weeds. Many such ex- 
amples might be added. Thus Scripture, speaking 
in terms of common human language, calls a con- 
gregation which consists of Christians and un- 
Christians a church. Hence we also call all such 
visible gatherings churches. We know however 
that strictly speaking only the true Christians 
who are contained in a congregation are the 
Church. In the same sense the sum total of all 
those who confess Christ and are gathered about 
Word and Sacrament is called the visible Church. 


Also when Christian congregations unite in order . 


to form a synod or a similar church body we call 
those visible bodies churches. 


Thus, when speaking of the invisible and the 
visible Church, we do not speak of two different 
Churches, but only of one Church, the true Chris- 
tian Church, keeping in mind that strictly speak- 
ing only the true Christians are the Church, and 
that more loosely speaking the whole company of 
those who are gathered about Word and Sacra- 
ment, or parts of it, are in a wider sense also 
called Church or churches. (Cp. the Apology of 
the Augsburg Confession, Art. 11; Trigl., p. 229.) 
These things are so well known among Lutherans 


that it does not seem necessary to adduce further 
proof or extensive quotations from Walther. 


The Lutheran Church 

In the second place it is necessary that we give 
a clear answer to the question: What is the Lu- 
theran Church? In order to make this matter 
very plain, Dr. Walther in the Lutheraner states 
the following facts: “Luther by no means 
founded a new church, much less intended to do 
so; he, on the contrary, protested against the 
papists’ forsaking the ancient true apostolic 
Church in countless doctrines. His writings were 
nothing else than an appeal to Christendom not 
to leave the old Church. Luther introduced no 
new doctrine, but through study and meditation, 
prayer, and supplication, he dug in the shaft of 
the divine Word and in the writings of faithful 
witnesses of the truth for the changeless doctrine 
of the true Church of all times... . After Luther 
had with all those who accepted his teaching been 
excommunicated and excluded from the Church 
of Rome and after he had upon this severed him- 
self from the satanic school of the pope which 
had become manifest to him, he still by no means 
had the intention to found a church of his own in 
Germany in which he would gather all children 
of God, and which he would have made a well- 
house from which alone the water of life was to 
flow out into all the world.” (Lutheraner, I, No. 
24, p. 97£.) In order to substantiate this statement 
Walther quotes these words of Luther: “This 
same Church cannot be gathered in one group, 
but it is scattered through the whole world; it 
believes what I believe, and I believe what it be- 
lieves. There is no clash or disparity in what we 
believe. We all believe one Christian Church; 
outside of this Church all is nothing.” (Ibid.) 

Again Walther writes: “There is only one 
Church which always had the same doctrine and 
the same faith. Although this one doctrine had 
not been extinguished under the papacy, still it 
had become almost wholly unrecognizable, since 
the pure doctrine of the Gospel was almost 
nowhere preached by the public ministry, but 
nearly everywhere only human doctrine was pro- 
claimed. But God had compassion on His Chris- 
tians; He raised and equipped His servant Luther, 
not, as Mr. Saxer says, for the destruction of, 
but for reformation of His Church. For Luther 
again sought out of the Word of God and brought 
to light the old doctrine of the True Christian 
Church. He has not founded a new church, nor 
a special faction in the Christian Church, but he 
himself remained with the old Apostolic Church 
and loudly proclaimed that every one should re- 
turn to this Church and abide by it. But whoever 
since that time accepted the old Christian doctrine 
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of the Word of God was reviled as a Lutheran; 
hence nothing else is to be understood by Lutheran 
doctrine and the Lutheran Church than the apos- 
tolic doctrine and Church.” (P. 100.) Again 
Walther says: “As long as there has been an 
orthodox Church on earth there has been a Lu- 
theran Church; it is (strange as this may sound) 
as old as the world; for it has no other doctrine 
than that which the patriarchs, prophets, and 
Apostles received from God and preached, True, 
the name ‘Lutheran’ arose only three hundred 
years ago, but not the thing which is expressed 
by it.” (Lutheraner, 1, No. 2, p. 6.) 

From these quotations it is evident what the 
proper conception of the term “Lutheran Church” 
is according to Walther. The Lutheran Church, 
in the strict sense of the word, is the communion 
of those Christians who believe and confess the 
same truth which the true Church has at all times 
believed and confessed. The same truth which 
the Apostles have by inspiration of the Holy 
Ghost laid down in their writings; the same truth 
which is set forth in the Confessional Writings 
of the Lutheran Church. Whoever accepts this 
truth is a Lutheran, although he may under 
present conditions not be called by that name. 

In a wider sense which is now commonly em- 
ployed in the world, all visible church bodies 
which call themselves Lutheran, taken as a unit, 
are called the Lutheran Church. Walther also 
emphasizes the fact that none of all these church 
bodies can claim to be the Lutheran Church, but 
each one of them is only @ Lutheran Church. 
Furthermore, when using the term “Lutheran” 
in this wider sense, we must keep in mind the 
fact that not all men who call themselves Lu- 
therans believe and confess the whole Lutheran 
or Scriptural doctrine. Nor do all church bodies 
which claim to be Lutheran churches and 
acknowledge the Lutheran Confessions really ac- 
cept the pure Scriptural doctrine in its entirety. 
Since such church bodies also, to a certain extent, 
confess the Lutheran doctrine, we do not alto- 
gether deny them the name Lutheran. We rather 
acknowledge that, as far as they agree with the 
Lutheran Church, they also are Lutherans. But 
since they also in certain respects depart from 
the Lutheran doctrine we cannot acknowledge 
them as true Lutherans, 

The Lutheran Church and 
Other Denominations 

We now come to the question: What gives a 
Lutheran Church the right to separate itself from 
other denominations which also claim to be Chris- 


tian churches? According to Scripture there can ‘ 


be only one answer: God commands all Christians 
to accept and confess the whole truth revealed 


in His Word and to keep apart from all error 
and errorists. Christians can do this only as 
long as they are divinely certain that the Holy 
Scriptures are the clear revelation of the truth 
and as long as they hase their faith and all their 
teachings on nothing but the clear Word of God, 
Doing this, they will be divinely assured of their 
faith and of the doctrine which they confess. 
Chis assurance rests on promises such as John 
8, 31: “If ye continue in My Word, then are ye 
My disciples; and ye shall know the truth, and 
the truth shall make you free.” 
_ But do not all denominations base their teach- 
Ings on clear Scripture? Only to a certain extent, 
namely, in as far as their teachings agree with 
those of the true Christian Church of all time. 
But as to the doctrinal differences which now 
separate the visthle Church into many denomina- 
tions, they try to explain them as different ir- 
lerpretations of the Scriptures. And in part they 
are right. A great many doctrinal differences are 
due to different interpretation of the Scriptures. 
These differences would disappear as soon as all 
churches would base all their teachings only on 
plain Seripture without trying to interpret clear 
Scripture texts according to preconecived notions, 
The basic difference between the Lutlieran Church 
and all the various sects lies in the fact that the 
Lutheran Church derives all its doctrines from 
clear Seripture alone while other churches depart 
from the Scriptures in many points of doctrine 
and as a pretext plead different interpretations. 
But in no other way can we gain the true apostolic 
doctrine of the ancient Christian Church than by 
taking it from clear Scripture alone. Thus we 
are able to show that ours is not a new doctrine, 
but that of the apostolic Christian Church. This 
alone gives the Lutheran Church its truly apos- 
tolic catholic character (the word “catholic” be- 
ing used in its original sense of “amiversal”). On 
the other hand, as soon as we lose the divine 
assurance that the doctrine which we believe and 
confess is the only true doctrine, taken from clear 
Scripture, we also forfeit the right to keep our- 
selves separate from other churches. Members 
of a Lutheran church who no longer have the 
divine assurance that the doctrine which their 
church confesses is in all its parts, the only pure 
doctrine as revealed in Scripture are therefore 
naturally inclined to unionism. 
The Position of the United Lutheran Church 
in America 
The Washington Declaration of the United 
Lutheran Church (referred to above) shows that 
this church body has an entirely different concep- 
tion of the relationship between the invisible and 
the visible Church, and consequently also of that 
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between the Lutheran Church and other denomi- 
nations, than that of the Missouri Synod as set 
forth by Walther. The Declaration of Principles 
adopted by the U. L. C. in Washington in 1920 
starts with a correct definition of the Christian 
Church as the invisible communion of saints. 
But as soon as it tries to define the relationship 
between the invisible and the visible Church, con- 
fusion begins. Under A. V., the Declaration says: 
“Every group of professing Christians calling 
itself a church will seck to express in its own life 
the attributes of the one, holy, catholic, and 
apostolic Church.” (Conc. Theol. Monthly, VI, 
No. 1, p. 47.) The context and the reference to 
various denominations leave no doubt that with 
groups of professing Christians visible church 
bodies are meant. Superficially regarded, that 
statement may seem plausible. But closer ex- 
amination will show that it is untenable and that 
it reveals a wrong conception of the Church. The 
idea is that visible church bodics seck to express 
the attributes of the invisible Church, or as it 
is usually put, seck to be the expression of that 
Church, by professing faith in Christ, by preach- 
ing the Word and administering the Sacraments, 
by works of serving love, and by missionary 
activity. Now it is quite true that Christians will 
do all these things in obedience to God’s com- 
mand. It is true that the use of Word and 
Sacrament proves the existence of the Church. 
For according to God’s promise Elis Word shall 
not be preached in vain. It is also true that the 
use of the means of grace is essential for the 
existence of the Church. For through them alone 
the Holy Ghost operates in the hearts of men. 
If nothing more were stated then these truths 
we would not object. If, furthermore, the state- 
ment were here added that God has committed to 
His Church a clear revelation of all truths needed 
for our salvation and that He demands that His 
Christians keep these truths unadulterated and 
separate themselves from those who depart from 
the truth, this presentation would lead in a 
straight line to the position which the true Lu- 
theran Church has always taken, namely, to denial 
of fraternal relations to errorists. But without 
stressing pureness of doctrine and separation 
from error, it is merely said of visible church 
bodies that they “seek to be an expression of the 
one true Church.” What does such language 
mean? Does it hide the old error of Buffalo and 
Jowa, that through the use of Word and Sacra- 
ment the invisible Church itself becomes visible? 
Whether that be the case or not, as it is, the 
rather vague term “expression of the one true 
Church” leads the U. L. C. A. into the very 
opposite direction from that of the true Lutheran 
Church, namely into unionism. For the U. L, 


C. A. sees an expression of the one holy Church 
not only in the Lutheran Church, but also in all 
other denominations in which essential parts of 
the Gospel are still in use. And the “spirit of 
catholicity” prompts it to acknowledge them as 
such and to act accordingly by cooperating with 
them in works of serving love. The pertinent 
section of the Washington Declaration reads as 
follows: 

“VI. Every group of professing Christians 
in which the Word of God is so preached and 
the Sacraments are so administered that men are 
saved therein is truly, partial and imperfect as it 
may be, an expression of the one holy Church 
(ep. V, 2, above), inasmuch as it displays the 
marks of the Church (ef. TIT and V, 2, above). 
Therefore no one group can rightfully claim that 
it is the one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church 
in the sense in which these terms have been de- 
fined above (No. IV). 

“We believe, however, that distinctions must 
he recognized between one group and another. 
In making these distinctions, we believe that 
those groups in which the Word of God is most 
purely preached and confessed according to the 
Holy Seriptures, and in which the Sacraments 
are administered in the closest conformity to 
the institution of Christ will be the most complete 
expression of the one holy Church. For this 
reason it is necessary that, when ‘occasion arises, 
any such group of Christians shall define its rela- 
tionship to other groups which also claim the 
name of Church as well as to other groups and 
organizations which do not bear that name. 

“VII. This definition of relationship should be 
framed in the spirit of catholicity. Moved by that 
spirit a Church will always be ready : — 

“1, To declare unequivocally what it believes 
concerning Christ and His Gospel and to endeavor 
to show that it has placed the true interpretation 
upon that Gospel (cf. V, 2 and 4, above) and to 
testify definitely and frankly against error, 

“2. To approach others without hostility, 
jealousy, suspicion, or pride, in the sincere and 
humble desire to give and receive Christian 
service, 

“3. To grant cordial recognition to all agree- 
ments which are discovered between its own in- 
terpretation of the Gospel and that which others 
hold. 

“To cooperate with other Christians in works 
of serving love (cf. V, 3, above) in so far as 
this can be done without surrender of its inter- 
pretation of the Gospel, without denial of con- 


‘ vietion, and without suppression of its testimony 


to what it holds to be the truth.’ (Conc. Theol. 
Monthly, Vol. VI, No. 1, p. 49.) 
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A few remarks on this section may be added. 
In the first place the U. L. C. A. does not see a 
basic difference, but only a difference in degree, 
between the Lutheran Church and the various 
sects. It does not find this difference in the fact 
that the Lutheran Church derives all its doctrines 
from clear Scripture and hence believes and 
teaches the whole apostolic truth while other 
denominations to a greater or lesser extent depart 
from clear Scripture and base many of their 
teachings on human interpretation of the Bible. 
The U. L. C. A. knows only of interpretations 
of the Gospel which are more or less pure, the 
relatively purest interpretation being that of the 
Lutheran Church. 

In the second place the right of the Lutheran 
Church to exist as a separate body is, according 
to the U. L. C. A., based merely on the conviction 
of the Lutheran Church that in its attempt to be 
an expression of the one holy Church. it succeeds 
in a higher degree than any other denomination, 
but not on a divine command to be separate from 
error, 

Thirdly we take note that under VII, 1, the 
duty to “testify definitely and frankly against 
error” is mentioned. But this duty, according to 
Rom. 16, 17; II John 9. 10, and other texts, 
includes consistent separation from errorists. The 
true Lutheran Church has always been conscien- 
tious in preaching church fellowship with such 
only as agree with it in all points of doctrine. 
Words and acts must agree. As long as we testify 
against error and still fraternize with errorists 
our acts will speak louder than our words. We 
have God’s definite command to avoid false doc- 
trine and false teachers. 


Finally we here see how the idea that all the 
various denominations in their way try to be ex- 
pressions of the one, holy, Christian Church (to- 
gether with a faulty conception of catholicity) 
as a guiding principle in the question of church 
fellowship serves as a bridge for unionistic prac- 
tice. It is admitted that the Lutheran Church 
must stand up for its own convictions. But with 
that proviso cooperation with other denominations 
in works of serving love is advocated. This, as 
experience proves, is only the first step to fuller 
unionistic practice in pulpit and altar fellowship 
with other denominations which is now common 
in the U. L. CA, 


The United Lutheran Church and 
Other Lutheran Bodies 


Since the U. L. C. A. sees only a difference in 
degree between the Lutheran Church and other 
denominations regarding the interpretation of the 
Gospel, it is hardly to be expected that it will 


properly estimate doctrinal differences which keep 
the various Lutheran synods apart. There are 
definite doctrinal differences which have been in 
dispute for a long time and which have never 
been settled among these Lutheran church bodies, 
Others have been added in more recent years. 

One synod holds that the Bible is from begin- 
ning to end the inspired and errorless Word of 
God. In another Lutheran synod this basic truth 
is rejected and ridiculed as old-fashioned. One 
synod holds that the Word of God is clear in 
every point of doctrine which it reveals. Another 
synod holds that there are points of doctrine con- 
cerning which the Bible is not sufficiently clear, 
but concerning which it leaves room for contra- 
dicting opinions. Hence quite a number of other 
doctrinal differences remain unsettled to this day 
among Lutheran synods. But, unconcerned with 
this sad condition, the U. L. C. A. says in its 
Washington Declaration: 

“In the case of those church-bodies calling 
themselves Evangelical Lutheran and subscribing 
to the Confessions which have always been re- 
garded as the standards of Evangelical Lutheran 
doctrine, the United Lutheran Church in America 
recognizes no doctrinal reasons against complete 
cooperation and organic union with such bodies.” 
(Conc. Theol. Monthly, V1, 1, p. 49.) 


Dissension Within the Missouri Synod 


The time when the Missouri Synod and the 
whole Synodical Conference stood as one man 
against this unionistic attitude has passed, at least 
for the time being. In our own midst voices 
have been multiplying which tell us that there 1s 
nothing in the way of fraternal relations with the 
American Lutheran Church and even with the 
United Lutheran Church in America. Some 
among us have gone as far as anticipating union 
with other Lutheran and un-Lutheran chtrch 
bodies by fraternizing with churches from which 
we have always been separated on account of doc- 
trinal differences. As a pretext for such unton~ 
istic practice, reference is made to the one holy 
Christian Church and the spirit of catholicity or 
ecumenicity. Thesis 6 of the Chicago Statement 
reads: 

“We affirm the historic Lutheran position 
concerning the central importance of the Una 
Sancta and the local congregation. We believe 
that there should be a re-emphasis of the privi- 
leges and responsibilities of the local congregation 
also in the matter of determining questions of 
fellowship.” 

The point at issue is fellowship with other 
churches. In order to determine questions which 
may arise in this connection, the “historic Lua- 
theran position concerning the central importance 
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of the Una Sancta and the local congregation” 
are emphasized. But what is the historic Lutheran 
position in this question? The “44’ do not tell us 
and have never told us just what they think the 
historic Lutheran position in this respect is. The 
A. L. C. and the U. L. C. A. were not slow in 
recognizing in the Statement of the “44” their 
own position. In our own synod it has caused 
discord and confusion. 

In order to remove this discord and confusion 
a paper has been sent out to all pastors of the 
Missouri Synod dealing with the Doctrine of the 
Church. This paper is meant to be discussed at 
pastoral conferences and is to be followed by 
other papers. We are grieved to say that also 
this paper is not free from unsound ideas regard- 
ing the relationship between the invisible and the 
visible Church. It says that the texts John 8, 
31. 32 and Eph. 4, 3-6, while they refer to the 
Una Sancta, also apply to the so-called “true 
visible Church,” the aim of which it must be to 
become like the Una Sancta or to be the visible 
manifestation of the Una Sancta.” Here it is 
important to remember that the Una Sancta and 
the so-called visible Church are not-two churches, 
but that there is in reality only one Christian 
Church, because in all visible church bodies, even 
in the true visible Church, the believers only are 
“the Church.” The hypocrites and sham Chris- 
tians who are outwardly mixed with the Chris- 
tians do not belong to the body of Christ, but to 
the corrupt body of the world which is the king- 
dom of Satan. [Evangelical admonitions such as 
those referred to above, directed to believers in 
visible congregations are meant only for these, 
not for un-Christians who are hidden in these 
groups. These are in need of repentance and 
faith in Christ before evangelical admonitions can 
be applied to them. 

Weare told that it must be the aim of the true 
visible Church to become like the Una Sancta. 
Does this mean that a mixed group which con- 
sists of true Christians and hypocrites must try 
to be like the Una Sancia, so that members of 
Christ must jointly with members of Satan strive 
for that goal? Or is it meant only for the true 
Christians who are found in the visible Church? 
But those Christians are the Una Sancta. 
Furthermore there are countless Christians who, 
as members of false churches, are during their 
whole lifetime kept in certain errors and yet are 
members of the Una Sancta. Must it be the 
aim of the true visible Church to become like 
those erring Christians? Again, in all visible 
church bodies there are also sickly Christians in 
whom the old Adam is still very strong while 
their spiritual life is at a very low ebb. Still they 
belong to the Una Sancta. Must it be the aim 


of the true visible Church to become like them? 
We repeat: the invisible Church is not an ideal 
for any visible church to pattern after, but the 
sum total of all true believers among whom: there 
are many erring Christians, many weak and sickly 
Christians, all of whom have forgiveness of all 
their sins and shortcomings and who are holy 
through the blood of Christ, whose righteousness 
is theirs through faith. Thus the real glory of 
the Christian Church does not consist in a sup- 
posed excellency of its members which we must 
set before our eyes as an example to follow, but 
in that which God’s love has done and will do 
for them. 

Finally we are told that it must be the aim 
of the true visible Church to become “the visible 
manifestation of the Una Sancta.” This expres- 
sion is not clear. The Una Sancta, the one holy 
Christian Church, has always been, and will ever 
be, invisible to the eyes of men to the end of 
days. The visible manifestation of the Una 
Sancta will take place only in the light of glory. 
It is true that it is the duty of Christians to let 
their light so shine before men that children of 
the world may thereby be attracted and eventually 
be won for Christ. If this is meant by the ex- 
pression “manifestation of the Una Sancta,” then 
the statement is inadequate. For it is the duty 
of all Christians to let their light so shine, not 
only that of the Christians in the true visible 
Church. But the expression “visible manifesta- 
tion of the Una Sancta” is also dangerous because 
it may be used as a pretext for unionistic practice 
in the same manner in which this is done in the 
U. L. C. A. with the term “expression of the 
one holy Church.” 

There are other points in the paper on The 
Doctrine of the Church which are objectionable. 
The aim of this present article is merely to show 
that removal of the confusion caused by the 
Statement of the “44” is not made possible by a 
presentation which is marred by unclear concepts 
of the invisible and the visible Church similar 
to those which we find in the Washington Declara- 
tion of the U. L. C. and in the Statement of the 
“44” in our own midst. 

In his letter of January 27, 1948, accompany- 
ing The Doctrine of the Church Submitted for 
Discussion to the clergy of the Missouri Synod, 
President Behnken says: “These theses deal with 
a subject about which there has been some con- 
fusion. It is so necessary, especially in this day 
when laxity and indifference in doctrinal matters 
have gripped so many church people and when 
great efforts are made to bring about a union of 
churches, that we understand clearly what the 
Scriptures say concerning the Church.” On this 
very score we must reject the theses in question 
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as a hasis which could possibly serve to settle the 
issues raised by the “44” in our midst and to lead 
us to an ever more consecrated adherence to the 
Word and will of God. Contrarily, we have in 
the present essay indicated how this desirable end 
may he achieved. May God bless our humble 
efforts to the glory of His great Name! 
J. Buencer. 


@ What Will the Western District 
Do with the Unscriptural Title 
of Dr. Arndt’s Essay? 


For the first time in the history of the Mis- 
souri Synod the assembled delegates of a con- 
vention of one of its districts will hear an essay, 
the title of which expresses acceptance of a prin- 
ciple which is contrary to the clear teachings of 
God's Word. The March 23 issue of the Li- 
theran H’itness, over the signature of the Presi- 
dent of Synod, carries the announcement. that 
Dr. W. Arndt will read an essay at the coming 
Western District Convention on the topic: 
“Which Are the Non-Fundamental Doctrines of 
Seriplure and Not Divisive of Pulpit and Altar 
Fellowship?” We are informed that the title 
has now been revised to read: “Which Are the 
Non-Fundamental Doctrines of Scripture That 
Are Not Divisive of Pulpit and Altar Fellow- 
ship?” Tf the title of the essay had read: “Are 
There Nou-Fundamental Doctrines of Scripture 
Not Divisive of Fellowship?,” then there would 
have been no necessity for writing this article; 
for then the title at least would not have been 
objectionable. However, as the title reads it 
plainly admits that there are doctrines of Scriplure 
which are not divisive of fellowship, a position 
which is in itself contrary to Scripture. Love of 
the truth demands that what this little title says 
he rejected at once, even before the essay is 
read: for even if it should turn out in spite of 
that title that the essay itself should be fully 
Seriptural, it would nevertheless be a denial of 
the truth to have such an essay appear under the 
un-Seripttiral title announced to the readers of 
the Lutheran Witness; for it would give justifica- 
tion to the claim that could be made ever after, 
that the doctrines therein referred to were de- 
clared to be non-divisive. 


“Charity Believeth All Things, 
Hopeth All Things” 

In all charity, the undersigned is not even 
willing to assume at this time that Dr. Arndt 
actually holds the un-Seriptural position ¢x- 
pressed by the wording of that title, even though 
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already in 1945 his signature appeared with that 
of others at the bottom of A Statement, which in 
Thesis XT expresses precisely the same un-Scrip- | 
tural principle, that there are certain “details of 
doctrine which have never been considered di- 
visive in the Lutheran Church.” Even as no 
attempt was made in “Speaking the Truth in 
Love” to prove this assertion from Scripture, or 
to point to a single detail of doctrine which is 
non-divisive, we know already in advance that 
Dr, Arndt will be unable to prove that Seripture 
teaches or admits such a principle, or even that 
such a position was held by orthodox church 
fathers. He will be ahle to prove from Seripture 
that errors held in weakness are not to be dealt 
with as church-divisive as long as they are so held. 
Furthermore, the essayist will be able to show 
that Dr. Walther held, in agreement with Scrip- 
ture, that this is true also when fundamentally 
subversive errors are involved. None of. this, 
however, can in any way be made to support the 
contention expressed in the title of this essay that 
there are non-divisive doctrines in the Bible; for 
such a position is plainly contrary to Scripture. 

That the title of Dr. Arndt’s essay ought 
under no conditions to be allowed to stand, re- 
gardless of the contents of the essay itself, since 
this title expresses a principle not in agreement 
with God’s Word can be scen from a brief con- 
sideration of three important truths. 

I 
All Error Inherently Divisive 

The first truth which must be upheld is that 
all error, whether it concerns a fundamental or 
non-fundamental doctrine, or whether it consists 
merely in a denial of anything taught in God's 
Word, is already inherenily, by its very nature, 
divisive. It divides, even when no outward breach 
occurs, even when conditions that will be men~ 
tioned under the second point of this article make 
a separation in fellowship relations unnecessary. 

That all error is inherently divisive neces~ 
sarily follows from the truth that the inward 
spiritual unity between believers is established 
and maintained alone through the pure means ot 
grace, as St. Paul writes in Eph. 4, 3-6: “En- 
deavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the 
hond of peace... . One Lord, one faith, one bap- 
tism, one God and Father of all, who is above all, 
and through all, and in you all.” All error, on 
the other hand, since it comes from the devil, 
serves as a constant threat to that unity by 
working constantly against it. Valse teaching in 
any form, even if it involves merely a “trivial” 
point of doctrine, sets itself in opposition to the 
inviolability of the Bible, of which Jesus stated : 
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“The Scriptures cannot be broken,” John 10, 35, 
and eats away like a cancer upon the Church, the 
body of Christ, in which the pure means of grace, 
without any admixture of error form the unify- 
ing means, 


“Speak My Word Faithfully” 


Furthermore, every deviation from the Word 
of God, being inherently divisive, has already in 
itself potentialities that are truly frightening, as 
the apostle writes in Gal. 5: “A little leaven 
leaveneth the whole lump.” The inherently divi- 
sive nature of all error also over against outward 
relations of fellowship is most clearly expressed 
in the words of Rom. 16, 17: “contrary to the 
doctrine which ye have learned,” which also Dr. 
Arndt acknowledges as being the entire corpus 
doctrinac, or body of Christian doctrine. Since 
Dr. Arndt’s new translation would read: “Mark 
those who, contrary to the corpus doctrinac, make 
divisions and offenses, and avoid them,” even that 
rendering of the {ext emphasizes the fact thar 
what God is concerned about in asking us to avoid 
every type of unionism is the body of Christian 
doctrine, which He wants under all conditions to 
remain intact. The words “contrary to the doc- 
trine which ye have learned” show that any offense 
against the corpus doctrinac is inherently divisive. 


II 
“Support the Weak” 


A second important truth which must be up- 
held, is that when errors, even in regard to 
fundamental doctrines are held in weakness, the 
command “avoid them’ is not to be applied. God’s 
Word is unutterably opposed to a fanaticism 
which would be evidenced by the claim that in the 
Church there must be absolute unity, or by 
terminating fellowship as soon as an error arises 
on the part of an individual or within a church 
body as such, Not every one in the Church can 
be expected to have an equally correct knowledge 
and judgment concerning every teaching of Serip- 
ture. (See par. 29 of our Brief Statement.) Dr. 
Walther said: “The Church has certainly never 
achieved a higher degree of unity in doctrine than 
a fundamental one.” (The translation “unity in 
fundamentals,” Prayer [ellowship, p. 420, is in- 
correet; original: “eine fundamentale inigkeit.”) 
He also stated: ‘“Uéven if an error violating a 
teaching of the divine Word arises in a whole 
church-body, this does not by itself make this 
church body a false chureh, fellowship with which 
an orthodox Christian or an orthodox church 
would have to break off (“abbrechen’’). (1. 0. W., 
Vol XIV, p. 318. The translation “renounce” 
in. 7. Av, Vol. XL. p. 298, is not an exact ren- 


dering of the original “abbrechen.”) That the 
above position is truly Scriptural is shown by such 
passages as I Thess. 5, 14; I Cor. 9, 22, and 
James 5, 19-20. 


“He Which Converteth the Sinner from the 
Error of His Way Shall Save a 
Soul from Death” 


However, none of the passages which 
emphasize what our attitude should be toward 
the weak indicate in any way that this is to be 
limited to certain non-fundamental doctrines; in 
fact, as Dr. Walther points out: “We note that 
even. those were once not excluded from the 
Church who due to weakness of knowledge actu- 
ally taught the fundamentally subversive error: 
‘Except ye be cireumeized after the manner of 
Moses, ye cannot he saved’ (Acts 15,1).? 2. us. 
W., 14, p. 106. The conunand to “support the 
weak” applies fo all errors held in weakness, but 
of course not to errors persistently advocated 
in spite of all admonition for decades, or to 
errors for which a chureh body demands tolera- 
lion as a prerequisite for the establishment of 
church fellowship. 

How far orthodox Christians should be will- 
ing to go in their treatment of weak Christians 
who err in doctrine is indicated by Dr. Walther’s 
words in L. wu W., p. 105: “error due to a 
deficiency of knowledge or to precipitancy, in 
other words, fo weakness dare in any case never 
be dealt with as heresy and dare never be church- 
divisive, and that, though it were ever so great.” 
BUT THAT [S BY NO MEANS THE SAME 
AS SAYING THAT THE DOCTRINES OF 
SCRIPTURE WITH RESPECT TO WHICH 
THESE ERRORS OF WEAKNESS ARISE 
ARE ON THAT ACCOUNT “NOT DIVI- 
SIVE OF FELLOWSHIP”) FOR TF THAT 
PRINCIPLED WERE APPLIED CONSIST- 
ENTLY, THEN EVEN FUNDAMENTAL 
DOCTRINES WOULD HAVE TO BE CLAS- 
SIFIED AMONG THOSE “NOT DIVISIVIE 
OF FELLOWSHIP,” SINCIE THIE COM- 
MAND TO “SUPPORT THEE WEAK” AP- 
PLIES ALSO TO ERRORS WITH Ris- 
SPECT TO FUNDAMENTAL DOCTRINES. 

Furthermore, since every error of weakness 
over against which we must practice patient for- 
hearance as long as it is so held (while we, of 
course, at the same time rejeet it), is in itself by 
its very nature inherently divisive, and stmce crror 
with respect to the self-same doctrines when per- 
sistently advocated is divisive also in practice, it 
is altogether wrong to speak of any teachings of 
Seripture as “not divisive of fellowship,” as the 
tithe of Dr. Arndt’s essay does. 


70 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


Il 


“Avoid Those Who Continue 
to Make Divisions and Offenses” 

That an error with respect to any teaching 
of Scripture is divisive also in practice when per- 
sistently advocated is not difficult to show from 
Holy Writ. The continued action indicated by 
the substantivised present participle “tous poi- 
ountas,” “those who continue to make,” as well 
as the words “divisions and offenses” in Rom, 
16. 17 indicate that the “avoid them” is only 
then to be applied when errors are persistently 
advocated ; however, this must be done regardless 
of what teaching of Scripture is involved, includ~ 
ing every single non-fundamental doctrine of 
Scripture. 

Dr. Walther explains it this way: “Tf an error 
concerns points which are of lesser importance 
and, although clearly revealed in God’s Word, 
yet non-fundamental, then an individual teacher 
who clings to it even stubbornly thereby becomes 
not a heretic, but a schismatic; and a fellowship 
becomes not a sect, but a schisimatic fellowship.” 
Pointing to Flacius and Huber as such schis- 
matics, Dr, Walther continues: “Thereby they 
became not heretics but schismatics zhom the 
orthodox church could not permit to preach in 
its pulpits.”’” (L.u. W., Vol. 14, p. 114.) 


“From Such Withdraw Thyself” 


’ In the ninth of Dr. Walther’s theses “On the 
Modern Theory of Open Questions” it is clearly 
stated: “Such as stubbornly deviate from God’s 
Word, no matter what part of God’s Word may 
be concerned, are to be excluded by the Church,” 
This firm position is by no means contradicted by 
what the same author wrote in Der Lutheraner, 
Vol. 27, No. 17, p. 131: “We by no means believe 
it necessary under all circumstances to carry the 
fight to the utmost for other Scripture teachings 
that are not articles of faith, much less to pro- 
nounce a sentence of condemnation on the 
opposite error, although we reject it, and to ter- 
minate (“aufzusagen”) fellowship with those 
who err only herein. If in a doctrinal controversy 
the debate concerns itself with teachings that do 
not belong to the articles of faith, then everything 
depends on whether the opponents show that they 
contradict because they will not submit to the 
Word of God, that is, whether they, while ap- 
parently not attacking the basic teachings 
(“Grundlehren,” not the same as “fundamental 
doctrines”) of the Word of God, nevertheless 
subvert the foundation itself on which these 
teachings rest, the divine Word.” That the ex- 


pression “articles of faith,” as used by Dr. 
Walther, includes also all non-fundamental doc- 
irines is clear from the very article from which 
we are quoting as well as from the official proceed- 
ings of the Eastern District (1868) at which Dr. 
Walther was present. At that time the District, 
discussing Walther’s theses on the true visible 
church, said “that there are articles of faith 
which are such in a lesser degree, the denial of 
which makes a person a schismatic, but which 
does not by itself alone, but only in its con- 
sequence, subvert a fundamental article of faith 
and thus make a person a heretic.” Creation, 
predestination, Church, and the sacraments were 
cited among the “articles of faith,’ and as an 
example of a teaching which is not an “article of 
faith” the fact that David was the son of Jesse 
was mentioned. (P. 15, Proceedings.) But even 
these last named teachings were not declared to 
be non-divisive. 


It should also be mentioned that some of our 
older orthodox dogmaticians, e. g., Baier, Hollaz 
and others, including also Dr. Walther up to and 
including the Milwaukee Colloquy with the Iowa 
Synod, used terminology which is easily con- 
fusing, They referred to theological problems 
(matters which find no clear solution in Holy 
Scripture, though questions concerning them sug- 
gest themselves to us in our study of it) as a 
species of teaching under the genus of “non- 
fundamentals.” In doing so they however care- 
fully distinguished between such true problems 
(not answered in Scripture, and therefore not 
Scripture teachings, though also referred to as 
“Lehren”’) and specifically non-fundamental doc- 
trines rightly so called, which are revealed in 
Holy Scripture. That the distinction between these 
two species of “teachings” under the genus of 
non-fundamentals was scrupulously observed will 
be seen, e. g., from a comparison of the Fore- 
word to Lehre und Wehre, 1860, Beyer’s Steno- 
graphic Report of the Colloquy with Iowa in 1867 
(p. 46), and Lehre und Wehre, 1864, p. 108. In 
his classic Foreword to Lehre und Wehre, 1868, 
p. 34, written after the conclusion of the Mil- 
waukee Colloquy, Walther warned against the fact 
that the practice of using such terminology easily 
causes confusion, and we note that this termi- 
nology was never again employed by him. If we 
keep these facts in mind in our study of the 
earlier writings of Walther, and of the writings 
of older dogmaticians, we will find no justifica- 
tion whatsoever for the claim that they held the 
modernistic false notion that there are Scripture 
doctrines or details of doctrine, or Scripture 
teachings of any sort which are non-divisive of 
fellowship. 
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“Thou Shalt Not Bear False Witness 
Against Thy Neighbor” 


It should also be stated that a grave injustice 
is being done to the name of our founding 
father, when it is stated, as it is in the Lutheran 
Witness of August 6, 1940, that Dr. Walther 
“defines as schismatic communions (churches 
keeping up an unjustified division) those which 
destroy the unity of the church on account of non- 
fundamental errors.” This mistranslation, 
whether made in ignorance or not, makes Dr. 
Walther say the exact opposite of what he did 
say, for here are his words: “Communions which 
destroy the unity of the church through (durch) 
errors not subversive of the foundation of faith, 
or because of (‘um’) ceremonies, or life, repre- 
sent divisions (schismatic bodies) or separatistic 
communions.” (Thesis 6, The Ev. Luth. Ch., the 
True Visible Church.) This is said in contra- 
distinction to heretical communions defined in the 
previous thesis. 

There is also no justification whatsoever for 
the claim made in the same issue of the Witness 
that in 1938 Synod declared the “four non- 
fundamentals to be ‘open questions’,” nor for the 
claim “that no one can treat a difference regard- 
ing them as divisive without becoming what Dr. 
Walther in his theses calls ‘schismatic or separa- 
tistic’.” (L. W., 1940, p. 275.) This false 
position on non-fundamentals is based upon the 
false translation referred to in the above para- 
graph, and upon an insistence that “weed not be 
divisive” in the 1938 resolutions meant “are not 
divisive.” In a letter to the editor of the Con- 
fessional Lutheran Rev. C. Abel, secretary of 
Committee No, 16, said: “The non-fundamentals 
so-called are Biblical doctrines, clearly expressed, 
not essential for salvation. However, to deny 
them becomes an cssential error. The non- 
fundamentals become divisive when, through pro- 
paganda, divisions are caused. This distinction 
was upheld by Committee No, 16.” 


The Old False “Open Question” 
Theory in New Dress 


Those who in our synod speak of certain doc- 
trines as “not divisive of fellowship” usually 
maintain at the same time that with Dr. Walther 
they are unutterably opposed to having such doc- 
trines placed into the category of “open ques- 
tions,” insisting also that we have the right and 
duty to testify against and reject also these non- 
divisive doctrines. Stch a position, however, is 
nothing else but a contradiction in itself, since the 
basic principle of the false “open question” theory 
which Walther and others rejected has always 
been the contention that the doctrines involved 


were non-divisive. The “Kirchliche Zeitschrift” 
stated in 1869: “Now, from what has been stated, 
the reader can ascertain to some extent what is 
meant when open (i. e., not church divisive) 
questions are spoken of” by Iowans. In fact, it 
was especially this false principle of the “open 
question” theory, that certain doctrines are not 
divisive, which Dr. Walther had specifically in 
mind when in his famous essay on this topic he 
stated so often that even the least important point 
of doctrine should not be treated as an “open 
question.” At the very beginning of that 
treatise (L. u. W., 14, p. 105) Dr. Walther 
identifies the false “open question” theory by ask- 
ing the question: “Must not every error of weak- 
ness, particularly if it does not subvert the founda- 
tion, be excluded from erroneous doctrines which 
are church divisive, in other words, in any case 
reckoned among open questions?” In other words, 
every single thing which Dr. Walther says in that 
article and in other theses against the practice 
of putting any clear teaching into the category 
of “open questions” is also directed against the 
practice of placing such teachings into the “non- 
divisive” group, as the title of Dr. Arndt’s essay 
does. 


“He That Is Spiritual Judgeth All Things” 


The undersigned is not particularly afraid 
that the essayist will seriously attempt to prove 
the contention expressed in the title of his essay, 
or that he will specify that certain doctrines be- 
long to the non-divisive group. But the under- 
signed does have the fear that Dr. Arndt’s pre- 
sentation of the truth that errors while held in 
weakness are not to be dealt with as church divi- 
sive, might not be recognized by some as some- 
thing altogether different from the false principle 
expressed in the title of the essay. The accept- 
ance of that title by a district of Synod would no 
doubt bring about disastrous results of far reach- 
ing importance for the future of our church. May 
God in His mercy prevent that possibility! 

A. T. KretzMaNnn. 


© The Necessity of 
Reproving Errorists 

It is highly necessary that, besides teaching, 
restraint or reproof of false teachers be also 
energetically practiced. Here it is important not 
to tread too softly, not merely delicately and dis- 
tantly hinting at crrorists, not mentioning them 
by name, and making light of and minimizing the 
gravity and perniciousness of an especially dan- 
gerous false teaching. It is here rather a matter 
of faith and conscience that the trumpet every- 
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where give a clear sound, not perhaps merely 
against papists, but also against Calvinists and 
unionists. And even if a Lutheran pastor should 
have friends and relatives among the latter two, 
this should not and dare not keep him from wield- 
ing Holy Seripture (which of course is also 
“profitable for reproof,” that is, for the refuta- 
tion of error) as the Sword of the Spirit with all 
earnestness and zeal, not merely beating the air, 
and not permitting his mouth to be stopped by 
human consideration, For the exposure of error 
which attaches itself to the truth in such a way 
as to becloud and deform it is no less important 
to the glory of God and the salvation of souls 
than the Jaying of the groundwork of truth 
itself. 


Dr. W. Sihler, in Lehre und Wehre, XIV, p. 84. 
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© Romans 16, 17 


and the Confession of the 
Lutheran Church 


A Brief Summary cf the Question 


Romans 16, 17 is a simple, clear, and most 
muportant passage of Holy Scripture. It is a vital 
part of the rule of faith. We teach that the rule 
of faith or “analogy of faith”? according to which 
the Holy Seriptures are to be understood are the 
elear passage of the Scriptures themselves which 
set forth the individual doctrines. (Apology of 
the Augsburg Confession, Art. XXVII, Par. 60, 
Trigl Cone. p. 441; Brief Statement of the Doc- 
trinal Position of the Missouri Synod, See. 2.) 

And what docs this important part of the 
ride of Christian faith say? 

“Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them 
which cause divisions and offenses contrary to 
the doctrines which ye have learned; and avoid 
them !? 


A child can recognize the divine truth con- 
tained im these words. We have no difficulty in 
teaching it in our catechisni classes. 

The truth of these words had to be clear. For, 
as the Lutheran Church states in her official con- 
fession, “these highly important matters (the 
business of religion) concern also the common 
people and laymen, who, inasmuch as they are 
Christians, must for their salvation distinguish 
between pure and false doctrine.” (Tformula of 
Concord, Trigl. Conc., p. 853.) 

What, then, is the truth that Romans 16, 17 
so solemnly binds upon our souls and consciences? 
This passage simply tells us to nole and to avoid 
those who are causing divisions and offenses in 
the Church by persisting in teaching or in doing 
what is contrary to Scripture doctrine. 

The concluding words of the Letter of St. 
Paul to the Romans (ch. 16) contain various 
salutations and greetings, Into the center of 
these the Apostle placed the direction “Salute 
one another with an holy kiss,” v. 16. Phe “holy 
kiss or “kiss of charity” (1 Pet. 5, 14) was given 
by men to men and by women to women among 
the carly Christians as is still the custom in the 
Ifast, as a token of Christian brotherhood or fel- 
lowship. This direction gave the Apostle occasion 
for the caution that is contained in v. 17 against 
professed Christians whose kiss would prove to 
be a Judas kiss. Of such the Lord has given 
this evaluation: “For they that are such serve 
not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly ; 
and by good words and fair speeches deecive the 
hearts of the simple,” v. 18. True Christians, 
who walk in the obedience of faith, should be 
well enough versed in the divine wisdom which 
has been revealed to us in God’s good Word, and 
artless and unsophisticated enough over agaist 
all evil, to avoid the snares that are laid agaist 
Scripture doctrine by Satan, who will shortly be 
bruised under our feet, vv. 19. 20. 

Thus it is a concise summary of an important 
part of le doctrine of CHRISTIAN P'ELLOW- 
SHIP that we have in Roman 16, 17. 

We have here the reverse or counterpart of 
the positive confessional principle as it is taught 
in I Cor. 1, 10 and elsewhere. In I Cor. 1, 10 
God expressly says that a Christian is to mamtam 
fellowship with those who confess the true faith 
and that he must beware of giving cause for 
division either by word or deed. (Cp. Walther, 
Kirche und Amt, 4th Fdit., p. 145.) We read 
there: “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the 
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak 
the same thing, and that there be no divisions 
among you; but that ye be perfectly joined to- 
gether in the same mind and in the same judg- 
ment.” Over against that, we, in Romans 16, 17, 
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have one of the main passages of Holy Scripture 
concerning the prohibitive principle and the 
OFFENSE PRINCIPLE as regards the Chris- 
tian doctrine of church fellowship. 

We are not to be wnited with, but are to be 
separate from, such as persist in causing offense 
against and separation from THE ONE 
DIVINELY APPOINTED DOCTRINE OF 
GOD'S HOLY WORD, which we are alone to 
believe, teach, and confess, or profess. 


Luther’s Remarks on Romans 16, 17. 18 

In his matchless Preface to the Epistle of St. 
Paul to the Romans, Luther has said: “The last 
chapter is a chapter of greetings; but among 
these he has interspersed @ precious warning 
against human teachings, which appear alongside 
of the evangelical doctrine dud cause offense, 
just as though he had certainly forseen that there 
should come out of Rome and through Rome 
the seductive and offensive canons and deerces, 
and the whole of the cancer and vermin (Ge- 
schwuerm und Gewuerm) of human regulations 
and laws which is now inundating the whole 
world, aud which has liquidated this Epistle and 
all Holy Scripture, so that nothing remains but 
the idol Belly, as whose servants St. Paul here 
inveighs against them. God deliver us from thena, 
Amen!” (St. L. Edit, XIV, 109.) 

A More Comprehensive View of This Passage 

Dr. Rk. C. H. Lenski, who was a member of 
the Ohioan wing of the American Lutheran 
Church, has given us perhaps as good a presenta- 
tion of the main truth contained in this passage 
of Holy Seripture as one will find anywhere. 
Tle va 

“These verses reveal the true nature of false 
teaching. They deserve more attention than they 
often receive. 17, 17 is one of the seats of doc- 
trine ayainst UNIONISM, FFRATERNIZA- 
TION JPITH ERRORISTS. Vhe entire para- 
graph should be used. The efforts to make Paul’s 
words apply only to the most fundamental errors, 
like the denial of Christ’s deity, atonement, in- 
carnation, resurrection, leaves the door open to 
a host of other errors, as though these are not to 
be stamped out, Paul’s ‘contrary’ in y. 17 covers 
all errors. Paul says the seamless garment of the 
divine doctrine is not even to be frayed or 
snagged by some crrorist who acts as Satan’s 
finger.” (BP. 924.) 

“Paul's admonition 1s devitalized in its applica- 
tion today by a specious use of the historical 
principle of interpretation. Who were ‘those 
causing the divisions’, ete.? In the first place, 
the well-known Judaizers (Jewish converts, who 
acceptedsChrist, but insisted that the Old Testa- 


vst 


ment ceremonial law must still be kept), who 
mixed Law with Gospel; then, as First Corin- 
thians shows, a number of others, some with 
philosophical, some with false moral teaching. 
Now it is insisted that Paul’s words can be ap- 
plied only to these errors, and that today we can- 
not invoke Paul’s admonition unless we are able 
to point to exact duplicates of these errors. 
Generally the case is narrowed down to the 
Judaizers of Paul’s day, who demanded circum- 
cision and observance of Jewish ccremonialism, 
And even these are painted in pure black, as men 
who rejected the entire Gospel. But look at those 
Judaizers mentioned im Acts 15, 5: ‘certam of the 
sect of the Pharisees WHICH BELIEVIED, 
former Pharisees, now believers, yet errorists. 
Tn Jerusalem they dropped their error, in Galatia 
some appeared as separatists to divide the 
churches and to draw them into their separatism, 
He who knows his Bible will not be deceived. 
Paul’s injunction is not only to keep away from 
total rejectors of the Gospel — what Christians 
ever needed such a warning? His injunction is 
to keep away from BELIEVERS WHO ARE 
ERRORISTS and teach falsely. Not only the 
exact duplicates of the errorists of Paul’s day are 
to be shunned, as though no new ones could arise, 
as though new ones do not divide, tear, and set 
traps, as though all errorists, new and old, great 
and small, are not related, all in the same class; 
but, according to Paul himself (15, 4), ‘whatso- 
ever things were written before, for our mstruc- 
tion were they written,’ to be fully applied, not 
devitalized, evaded. Give up the effort to make 
Paul even a mild unionist!” (P. 918ff.) 


The Voice of the Lutheran Church 


The divine truth which is so solemnly enjoined 
upon us in Romans 16, 17 can be said to have 
brought about the very birth of our church. [or 
it was because of the false teaching of PRO- 
FESSED CHRISTIANS that. the Lutheran 
Church as a separate confessional body of Chris- 
tendom came into existence in Reformation days. 

As would have to be expected, the truth con- 
tained in Romans 16, 17 has accordingly been 
given a most prominent place in the confession 
of our Church. When we speak of the confession 
of the Lutheran Church, we mean the historic 
confession of the original chureh of the Reforma- 
tion as it is contained in the Book of Concord. 
We do not mean the confession of particular 
churches which call themselves Lutheran, lor 
the confession of the latter is largely contrary to 
the confession of the church whose children they 
profess to be. 

The spirit of Romans 16, 17 runs throughout 
the Book of Concord. But we would at this 
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time call attention to one passage in particular 
which sets forth with especial emphasis the 
simple truth contained in this important seat of 
doctrine with regard to church fellowship. The 
passage we have in mind is found in the Tract 
concerning the Power and Primacy of the Pope 
appended to the Smalcald Articles as drawn up by 
Melanchthon (in Latin) in the name of “The 
Theologians Assembled at Smalcald in the Year 
1537.” Published in 1540, it was done into Ger- 
man by Veit Dietrich in 1541, and in that form 
accepted into the official edition of the Book of 
Concord of 1584. Literally translated from the 
Latin this passage reads: “Paul commands that 
impious teachers are to be avoided and execrated 
as a curse.” (The German reads: “Paulus ge- 
bietet, dass man falsche Prediger meiden und als 
einen Gretel verfluchen soll.”) Triglot, p. 517, 41. 

Evidently, the intention here is briefly to sum 
up the teaching of the Apostle Paul on this point 
as it is to be found throughout his Epistles. In 
the last portion of this statement (‘impious 
teachers are to be. . . execrated as a curse’) we 
immediately recognize an allusion to Gal. 1, 8. 
Even so, one can hardly fail to realize that our 
Reformation fathers had Romans 16, 17 in mind 
in the first part of this statement — “Paul com- 
mands that impious teachers are to be avoided.” 
The words of II Cor. 6, 14 are adduced following 
the statement in question, and the words of Christ, 
- Mt. 7, 15, concerning false prophets are cited just 
preceding it. 


Removing the Last Barrier of Doubt 


If there should be any lingering doubt in the 
mind of anyone as to the fact that our Lutheran 
confession in the passage in question in the Tract 
concerning the Power and Primacy of the Pope 
means to set forth the truth taught in Romans 
16, 17, every last vestige of such doubt should 
be removed by the paragraph just following. For 
it is here that we find the celebrated words, ring- 
ing with the conviction of true Lutheranism as 
pertains to the question of confessional. fellow- 
ship: “Tt is in truth no easy matter to widertake 
to be separate from so many people and to teach 
a different doctrine. But HERE (in the various 
passages just alluded to or adduced, and more 
especially in Romans 16, 17) 1S GOD’S COM- 
MAND instructing everyone to beware of join- 
ing hands with those who teach error.” (German: 
“so unrechte Lehre fuehren’” — who profess 
false teaching.) 

In the Formula of Concord, in an appendix 
to Art. X (Of Church Rites), a portion of the 
Smaleald Articles, including the passage under 
discussion, is reiterated. The Latin version, as 
given there, is interesting. Literally translated, it 


reads: “It can indeed be seen to be a grave mat- 
ter, to be disjoined and to separate oneself from 
so many kingdoms and people. But God’s mandate 
is clear, which teaches us that we should all beware 
of agreement with those who either teach falsely 
or undertake to maintain false teaching by great 
cruelty.” (Trigl., p. 1060.) 

Who would be so bold as to deny that the 
confession of the Lutheran Church is here, among 
other things, simply voicing the truth contained 
so plainly in Romans 16, 17? And, we may add, 
who would be bold enough to question, in the 
light of such words, just how the Lutheran Church 
has understood God’s command concerning con- 
fessional fellowship? SURELY, HERE ARE 
WORDS BY WHICH THE GENUINENESS 
OF EVERY LUTHERAN CAN AND 
SHOULD BE TESTED! 


The Final Criterion of 
Confessional Fellowship 


Yes, the test of confessional fellowship which 
is so solemnly inculcated upon us in Romans 16, 
17 for our soul’s salvation is appealed to in the 
confession of the Lutheran Church. 

And how is this truth used in the confession 
of the Lutheran Church? Precisely as it is pre- 
sented in Holy Scripture in all of its simplicity! 

1) The Lutheran Church teaches in its official 
confession that we are not to be united with, but 
that we are to be separate from, people who pro- 
fess a teaching which is not right; that we are 
not to join hands with those who teach error, 
The one great test of confessional fellowship ac- 
cording to the confession of the Lutheran Church 
as it 1s contained in its Book of Concord is the 
doctrinal attitude of people. That Luther and 
the whole Lutheran Church lived wp to this great 
principle in Reformation days and undertook to 
be separate from ever so many professed Chris- 
hians, Catholic and Protestant, everyone nimest 
know who knows the history of the Church at 
all. That this was true of all doctrine and of all 
error everyone can again know equally well. 

2) It is contrary to the confession of the 
Lutheran Church to demand that the truth of 
Romans 16, 18 be first subjectively established be- 
fore the hand of confessional fellowship can be 
denied anyone in accordance with Romans 16, 17. 
They who have pledged themselves to the con- 
fession of the Lutheran Church as it is contained 
in the Book of Concord have also with respect 
to this truth solemnly promised that they “will 
neither privately nor publicly speak or write any- 
thing contrary to it.” (Trigl., p. 1103.) 

3) The confession of the Lutheran Church | 
as it is contained in the Book of Concord gidg- 
the truth taught in Romans 16, 17 w' 16, 17, 
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force to such as would maintain error by unjust 
cruelty — or tyranny, if you will (German: Wue- 
terei). Must there not be included under that 
head the defense and maintenance of false doc- 
trine by a false insistence on all kinds of human 
rules of ‘procedure’ on the part of church officials 
and others, ~~ “rules”? which frustrate truly evan- 
gelical discipline and shield and protect false teach- 
ing so that it can flourish and finally dominate a 
church body? Must there not be included such 
protestations of love (they have become a veritable 
unionistic tradition) as frustrate the command- 
ment of God?’ We do not fear to leave the answer 
to such vital questions to the reader who knows 
the confession of the Lutheran Church. 


This Is Missourian! 


The doctrine contained in Romans 16, 17 con- 
cerning confessional fellowship as it is confessed 
by the Lutheran Church in the Book of Concord 
has always been the doctrine and confession of 
the Missouri Synod (as well as of the whole 
Synodical Conference of North America). 

Irom its earliest days the Missouri Synod in- 
corporated Romans 16, 17 in its very constitu- 
tion, assigning it a most important place in its 
statement of object, as we find it in Article III 
today: “A united defense against schism and 
sectarianism (Romans 16, 17).” Schismatics and 
sectarians have been very carefully defined from 
those days on, as will be seen from a comparison 
of a footnote to the constitution as published in 
the Lutheraner, Vol. III (1846-1847), p. 2. 

This has remained true down to the days of 
the reaffirmation of the Brief Statement of the 
Doctrinal Position of the Missouri Synod at its 
Centennial Convention in 1947. In the Brief 
Statement we read: “Since God ordained that His 
Word only, without admixture of human doctrine, 
be taught and believed in the Christian Church, 
I Pet. 4, 11; John 8, 31. 32; I Tim. 6, 3. 4, all 
Christians are required by God to discriminate 
between orthodox and heterodox church bodies, 
Mt. 7, 15, to have church fellowship only with 
orthodox church bodies, and, in case they have 
strayed into heterodox church bodies, to leave 
then,ROMANS 16, 17. We therefore repudiate 
unionism, that is church fellowship with the 
adherents of false doctrine, as disobedience to 
Goad’s convmnand, as causing divisions in the 
Church, ROMANS 16, 17; II John 9, 10, and 
as involving the constant danger of losing the 
Word of God entirely, II Tim. 2, 17-21.” 

Read the writings of Drs. Walther, Pieper, 
Stocckhardt, and other eminent fathers of the 

F Missouri Synod, inclusive of the Lutheran Wit- 

‘sess up to more recent years, and you will every- 

- were find the doctrine of Romans 16, 17, as 
“tgs 


# 


set forth in the confession of the Lutheran Church 
to be the Missouri Synod’s doctrine of church 
fellowship also. 


Here We Stand 

This is also our confession, Indeed, this is 
so much ‘the case, that we need not add a single 
word to what has already been said. We need but 
to repeat just this, that the position already set 
forth as that of Romans 16, 17 and the confession 
of the Lutheran Church as well as of the Missouri 
Synod from its earliest days until its latest days 
is our own confession also, We say this without 
any reservation of any sort whatsoever. 


® The “Lutheran Witness” 
Sells Its Birthright 

The story of the birth of the Lutheran Wit- 
ness, English organ of the Missouri Synod, was 
recently told by Dr. W. G. Pelack. In the issue 
of January 27, 1948 (p. 200), of the Lutheran 
Witness, Dr. Polack, taking note of the Lutheran 
Standard, English organ of the Ohio Synod since 
1842 and of the American Lutheran Church since 
its organization in 1930, has reminded us: “It 
joined forees with Dr. C. F. W. Walther in the 
promotion of the free Lutheran conferences in 
the late fifties of the last century’and also sup- 
ported the organization of the Synodical Confer- 
ence of North America. During the controversy 
on Election it naturally defended its own synod 
against ours. It was then that the Lutheran Wit- 
ness was born to uphold Missouri’s position 
against the Lutheran Standard among English- 
speaking Lutherans.” 

Will the reader kindly note those last words 
concerning the specific purpose for which the 
Lutheran Witness came into the world? The 
Lutheran Witness, Dr. Polack has rightly re- 
minded us, “was born to uphold Missouri's posi- 
tion AGAINST THE ‘LUTHERAN STAND- 
ARD’ among English-speaking Lutherans.” 

When the Lutheran Witness came into exist- 
ence in 1881, it could make the words of our Lord 
its own, “To this end was I born, and for this 
cause came I into the world, that I should bear 
witness unto the truth. Everyone that is of the 
truth heareth My voice.” John 18, 37. As a mat- 
ter of fact, these words were for many years 
the first thing that met the eye (and the heart) 
at the left-hand top of the masthead of each issue 
of the Lutheran Witness. Opposite these words, 
on the right-hand side of the masthead of the 
Lutheran Witness, there used to appear the words 
“Come out from among them and be ye separate, 
saith the Lord,” II Cor. 6, 17. And then followed, 
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just below this, the celebrated words of the con- 
fession of the Lutheran Church, re-echoing the 
truth of Romans 16, 17, in the translation already 
adduced above, and set off as follows: 


It is, in truth, no easy 
matter to undertake to 
be separate from so 
many people and_ to 
teach a different doc- 
trine; 

BUT HERE IS 
GOD'S COMMAND 
instructing every one 
to beware of joining 
hands with those who 
teach error. 

Book of Concord 


In 1936, the year following that in which a 
committee was appointed to confer with a similar 
committee of the American Lutheran Church with 
a view toward “union,” the Lutheran Witness 
was “streamlined.” This ‘‘streamlining” of the 
Lutheran Witness began with the removal of this 
celebrated passage of confessional Lutheranism 
and the other passages named from its masthead. 
These words of the Book of Concord were not 
only removed from the masthead of the Lutheran 
Witness; the truth confessed in them has been 
climinated from the confession of the Lutheran 
Witness to make room for a contrary one. 


Dr. Graebner’s Express Denial of 
Synod’s Scriptural Confession 


In 1935 the Missouri Synod adopted a very 
solemn warning against unionism, with specific 
reference to unionistic prayer fellowship, as fol- 
lows: “Seripture very plainly prohibits com- 
promise of the truth, indifference to doctrine, 
unionism, and giving of offense and therefore 
forbids every kind of prayer fellowship which 
involves one of these objectionable features.” At 
the same time Synod recommended “that the 
pastoral conferences throughout Synod earnestly 
and diligently study the Scripture passages per- 
tinent to the question of prayer fellowship.” 
(Proceedings, p. 293.) 

The reader will know that “pertinent,” as 
defined in the dictionary, means “belonging or 
related to the subject or matter in hand; relevant.” 
Not so Dr. Graebner, In a pamphlet on Prayer 
Fellowship written by him in 1945 he misconstrues 
Synod’s direction earnestly and diligently to study 
the Scripture passages pertinent to the question of 
prayer fellowship as an open season on such 
passages. He says: “The first result of such a 
study will be the realization that neither the texts 


nor the contexts in which they stand have any- 
thing to do with prayer fellowship at all.” (P. 7.) 
Thus Dr. Graebner has used the official 
facilities of our synod (his pamphlet was pub- 
lished by Concordia Publishing House) to exalt 
himself above Synod, and to smite it in the face, 
to use the language of the Apostle Paul. 
_ What boldness, what naivete, what self-decep- 
tion, not to speak of the potential deception of 
thousands of others! 


What Price Sophistry! 


And how does Dr. Graebner try to uphold 
his fundamentally false position that neither the 
texts nor the contexts in which the passages 
which Synod regards as pertinent to prayer fel- 
lowship have anything to do with prayer fellow- 
ship? By the cellophane sophistry, “In fact, not 
a single one of them refers to prayer at all.” 

Dr. Graebner might as well have said: 
“Neither the texts nor the contexts in which they 
stand have anything to do with altar fellowship. 
In fact, not a single one of them refers to the 
altar, to holy communion, at all.” 

He might as well have said: “Neither the 
texts nor the contexts in which they stand have 
anything to do with pulpit fellowship. In fact, 
not a single one of them refers to the pulpit, to 
preaching, at all.” 

Te might as well have said: “Neither the 
texts nor the contexts in which they stand have 
anything to do with practical fellowship, with joint 
work, In fact, not a single one of them refers 
to joint work or practical fellowship at all.” 

Indeed, one might as well say: “The Seventh 
Commandment has nothing to do with taking 
apples from your neighbor’s orchard. In fact, 
it does not refer to apples at all.” 

Such is the false teaching and the nonsense 
that is today permitted to come out of our once 
great Concordia Seminary in St. Louis and off 
the presses of our Concordia Publishing House 
instead of the Word of God — and to remain 
uncensored and without proper official rebuke! 


The Plain Truth That Is Being Denied 


Among the texts declared pertinent to prayer 
fellowship by Synod (they had been attacked by 
Dr. A. Brux and are contained in a pamphlet 
published by him in 1935) are Mt. 18, 19 and 
Acts 2, 42, These two passages expressly refer 
to prayer, as witness: “If two of you shall agree 
on earth as touching anything that they shall ask, 
it shall be done for them of My Father which 
is in heaven”; “And they continued steadfastly 
in the apostles’ doctrine and fellowship, and in 
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breaking of bread, and in prayers.” All of the 
texts in question mvorcover clearly pertain to 
prayer fellowship, as Synod declares to this day 
that they do. 


The Formal Announcement of 


Anti-Missourianism 

In 1945 Dr. Graebner combined with several 
other members of the Lutheran Witness staff and 
of the St. Louis faculty and still other members 
of the Missouri Synod’s clergy (there were 
originally 44 of them in all) to issue a formal 
“Statement” in which they among other things 
“deplore the fact that Roman’s 16, 17. 18 has been 
applied to all Christians who differ from us in 
certain points of doctrine,” and to declare their 
conviction “that this text does not apply to the 
present situation in the Lutheran Church (they 
should have said churches) of America.” These 
men have admitted “the elimination of Romans 
16, 17. 18 from the consideration of the problem 
of Lutheran unity” so far they are concerned. 
(Speaking the Truth in Love, 1946, p. 5.) Thus 
they have formally renounced the confession of 
the Missouri Synod and of the Lutheran Church 
which is based on Romans 16, 17. 


Adopting a False Modern “Notion” 
in Place of the Word of God 


And for what have Dr. Graebner and_ the 
Lutheran Witness exchanged their former con- 
fession, which they once shared with the Missouri 
Synod and with the whole historic Lutheran 
Church? Dr. Graebner finally answered — this 
question in the Lutheran Witness of February 25, 
1947. Using the editorial “we” on behalf of its 
entire staff, he announced: “We incline to the 
notion, supported by more than 30 commentaries 
which we have consulted, that Romans 16, 17f. 
refers to un-Christian enemies of the Church 
who by deceitful tactics are trying to seduce 
Christians, undermining and frustrating the Chris- 
tian message.” 

Need we reply to this? 

1) Romans 16, 17f. nowhere speaks of 
“trying” to deceive. God tells us that we are to 
judge men’s manifest actions and their words, 
their teaching, their confession, their profession ; 
not their hearts, which is His own divine pre- 
rogative. (I Sam. 16, 7; I Cor. 10, 15; Jer. 17, 
10.) This is what God plainly tells us to do 
also in Romans 16, 17. The latest notion to which 
Dr. Graebner and the Lutheran Witness have 
succumbed would, so far as Romans 16, 17 is 
concerned, deceive unsuspecting Christians into 
believing that they are confronted by a hopeless 
dilemma. 


It would, so far as this passage is‘ 


concerned, deprive the Christian of his respon- 
sibility and right of judging doctrine and entice 
him to sit in sinful judgment over the hearts of 
his fellowmen. It is a plain perversion of Holy 
Scripture to which Romans 16, 17 should itself 
be applied. 

2) This notion flatly contradicts Dr. Gracb- 
ner’s own insistent teaching, that we should not 
impugn motives. 

3) This notion is simply part and parcel of 
the theology of modernism, all of which eventuates 
in a denial of our Christian faith. Among the 
many notions of modern theology there is of 
course none that cannot be “supported” by more 
than thirty commentaries, provided one is inclined 
to look for “support” in commentaries of that 


kind. They have nothing more to “support” 
them. The Lutheran Witness has reached the 


dead end of the road which it has been traveling 
in recent years. 

Thus the Lutheran Witness has sold its birth- 
right for a mass of inodernistic pottage ! 


© An Appeal to the Undecided 


Recent years have been years of struggle in 
our synodical household. On the one hand there 
has grown up the liberal element, led by the 
Lutheran Witness, to whom the very name of 
Missouri is distasteful. Despising its birthright, 
it has bartered it away. On the other hand there 
is the conservative element which claims the fel- 
lowship of the Missouri Synod as its birthright 
because of its continued agreement with its Scrip- 
tural and historically Lutheran confession. Dur- 
ing all of this struggle there seem to have been 
those who have been waiting from one time to 
another to see which of Missouri’s contending 
children would be officially blessed. 

To such we would address a few words of 
earnest appeal. 

And, first then, we would say: it is true that 
the responsible officials of our synod should long 
ago have reasserted our synod’s settled position 
in this matter and set their synodical house in 
order in accordance with it. The constitution of 
the Missouri Synod makes it expressly incumbent 
on its president to promote and maintain unity 
of doctrine and practice and to that end to super- 
vise the doctrine of all officers of Synod and of 
all its individual districts. Certainly, it is a griev- 
ous offense on the part of responsible officials un- 
evangelically to delay such action as would stem 
the process of disintegration in our midst. 

However, if you are a member of the Missouri 
Synod, then let no one deceive you into believing 
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that the final decision in such a matter as this 
does not after all, so far as your own fate is 
concerned, under God, rest with you. 


The Lutheran Way 


In Luther’s day the same questions were in 
dispute which are now being agitated among us, 
“What is the Church?” “Where Is the Right 
Church?” “Who is truly evangelical?’ These 
questions were then at issue just as they are 
again being raised now. Luther had to complain, 
moreover, amid such dispute, that “the devil 
causes dissention concerning all terminology and 
perverts and falsifies it”? — just as we again have 
it now. Unionism is no longer supposed to be 
unionism, and so on all down the line. Liberals 
are busy manufacturing new definitions among us 
for old terms, the proper meaning of which has 
been established ever so long ago. Amid such 
confusion we are told over and over again: wait 
until you see what “Synod” shall say about the 
matter; wait until some convention decides! 

What did the great Reformer say when men 
were told in his day that the decision in such 
matters had to come from ‘recognized’ teachers 
and councils or conventions of ‘the church’? In 
his usual plain, forceful, and straightforward way, 
he said: “This is a strange argument, which in- 
fluences many who know that our doctrine is right 
and who cannot say anything against it, and still 
stand there like a stalled horse and say, The holy 
Christian Church has not yet decided and given 
its approval in the matter... . Both the simple 
and the big shots are taken in by such talk... . . 
They say that they want to wait until matters are 
decided by the Christian Church. Let the devil 
wait for this! I do not want to wait that long. 
For the Christian Church has already decided 
everything. . . . No convention is necessary for 
this.” (Sermon, on the contention of the Jews 
that no prophet could arise out of Galilee, John 
7, 39-44; St. Louis FEdit., VIII, 97-100. Cp. 
Walther, Kirche und Amt, p. 164.) 

Even so let no one say today: “I shall wait 


until ‘Synod’ decides in matters at issue among 
us.” All of this has been decided long ago. 


WHERE DO YoU 


The question is: 


STAND NOW? 
How to Keep the Truth 


The crown of truth and the freedom of a 
Christian soul that goes with it can and will be 
yours as long as you hold them fast and let no 
man take them from you. You will have to hurl 
the most bitter complaints and accusations against 
yourself if you suffer a man to bring you into 
bondage, to devour you, to take from you. 


The precious truth of Romans 16, 17 will be 
yours only as long as you cling to it over against 
those who would deprive you of it. 

The confession of the Lutheran Church in this 
and other matters will be yours only as long as 
you continue to make it your own by confessing 
it over against those who are assailing it. 

The fellowship of the Missouri Synod is yours 
if you still believe in the old principles (as old 
as Scripture itself) on which it has been founded 
and by virtue of which it attained its greatness 


- through these years. It cannot be rightly claimed 


by its problem children who are substituting for 
its age-old principles others that are not Mis- 
sourian, But you cannot sit silently by and do 
nothing as you witness an unjust cruelty that per- 
mits false doctrine to be maintained and promoted 
in your very name, if you do not wish to see your- 
self deprived of the glorious fellowship which you 
still enjoy. 

The officials of Synod are yours; yours to 
serve you. It is for you to ask of them insistently 
that they act in accordance with the instructions 
laid upon their office, lest, instead of being the 
real leaders of your church that they should be, 
they prove to be mere followers, who helplessly 
look on only to see what the end will be as they 
witness the scrapping of your church’s confession. 

The Lutheran Witness is yours, It does not 
belong to those who are at present misappropriat- 
ing it to their own false ends and making it a 
caricature of its noble name. The present per- 
verted policy of its editorial staff in your name 
cannot be continued any longer than you permit it 
to be so continued. 


You Are “On the Spot” 


Let members of Synod rise up everywhere and 
claim their heritage! Let it be taken out of the 
hands of those who are despoiling you of it! 


In the language of our day, you are “on the 
spot,” if you are a member of the Missouri Synod, 
In the language of our Reformation fathers, you 
are in a position requiring your confession of the 
truth and your corresponding rejection of error, 
(This is the meaning of being “in statw con~ 
fessionis.’” Cp. Bente, Hist. Intr. to the Symb, 
Books, p. 103; also Triglot, p. 824.) 


On this matter the Lutheran Church has de- 
clared itself as follows: “We believe, teach, and 
confess also that at the time of confession (when 
confession of the heavenly truth is required), 
when the enemies of God’s Word desire to sup- 
press the pure doctrine of the Holy Gospel, the 
entire congregation of God, yea, every Christian, 
but especially the ministers of the Word, as the 
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leaders of the congregation of God (as those 
whom God has appointed to rule His Church) 
ARE BOUND BY GOD’S WORD TO CON- 
FESS FREELY AND OPENLY the (godly) 
doctrine, and what belongs to the whole of (pure) 
religion, NOT ONLY IN WORDS, BUT ALSO 
IN WORKS AND WITH DEEDS.” (Formula 
of Concord, Trigi., p. 1055.) 


The Action That Is Needed 


Let no one bewitch you in any way toward 
delaying proper action in so vital a matter as 
this for even a moment! 

Let every minister and every congregation 
of the Missouri Synod formally declare them- 
selves over against the Anti-Missourianism of the 
Lutheran Witness and its little, but noisy, band 
of fellow-travelers. (Chiefly the “44.”) Let this 
be done .by one and all in letters and documents 
addressed to the president of Synod and other 
responsible officials of Synod, and eventually to 
Synod itself. Let there be such action as will 
beget the action needed. 

Let it be made unmistakably and insistently 
clear that with respect to Romans 16, 17 it is still 
true that “our churches with common consent DO 
teach” that “HERE IS GOD'S COMMAND 
instructing everyone to beware of joining hands 
with those who teach error.” 


@ For the Critical Student 


A Footnote to Our Article on Romans 16, 17 
and the Confession of the Lutheran Church 


In our article on Romans 16, 17 and the con- 
fession of the Lutheran Church we have called 
attention to the words of the confession of the 
Lutheran Church “Paul commands that impious 
teachers are to be avoided,” etc. We have referred 
these words to Romans 16, 17 (and Gal 1, 8). 


With regard to this matter it should be said 
that no specific reference to either book, chapter, 
or verse is at this place contained in the original 
text of the confession at it was drawn up by 
Melanchthon and later received into the Book of 
Concord as a vital part of the official symbols of 
the Lutheran Church. Indeed, there could be no 
such reference to the exact verse in question 
in this document, for the simple reason that the 
arrangement of Bible chapters (existing since 
the [3th century as the work of Stephen Langton, 
archbishop of Canterbury) into verses, which we 
take for granted today, was not completed until 
1551, when the printer Robert Stephan first, in- 
troduced such an arrangement in a Bible published 
by him in Paris, 


A later editor supplied Scripture references 
to the text of the Book of Concord wherever this 
was deemed helpful. We have not taken the 
trouble to ascertain at this time in which one of 
the very numerous editions of the Book of Con- 
cord (on which cp. Bente, Hist. Intr., Trigl. Conc., 
pp. 3-6) this was first done, and just how con- 
sistently these references were followed hy others. 


The St. Louis Walch edition of Luther’s 
Works, the text of which is supposed to be that 
of J. T. Mueller so far as the treatise Of the 
Power and Primacy of the Pope is concerned, 
refers to Gal. 1, 8; nothing more. At least some 
editions of Mueller give Gal. 1, 8 and Tit. 3, 10. 
These references have been included in the Latin 
and English texts of the treatise in question in the 
Triglot Concordia; the German text of this edi- 
tion, faithfully reproducing the original, contains 
no references at all at this place. (P. 516f.) In 
the reiteration of the passage in question in the 
Formula of Concord the German and English 
texts of the Triglot contain no references at all; 
the Latin text gives us Titus 3, 77 (!) P. 1060f. 

That such references do not belong to the 
original and official texts of the confession of the 
Lutheran Church is usually indicated by their 
being placed im brackets. In the Triglot this has 
been done in the Latin text of the Tract of the 
Power and Primacy of the Pope (as well as in 
the Latin text of the reiteration of this passage 
in question in the Formula of Concord, where 
Tit. 3, 11 is given as a reference), but not in the 
English text. However, in the Preface to this 
work Dr. Bente has called attention to the fact 
that “in keeping with the principle otherwise ob- 
served in the Triglot ... a number of Bible 
references should have been put in brackets, be- 
cause they are additions not found in the original 
German and Latin editions of 1580 and 1584.” 
(P. Iv.) This is indisputably true of these two 
references — Gal. 1, 8 and Titus 3, 10 (11). 

Evidently the reference to Titus 3, 10 (11) at 
this place is a mistaken one. That is shown also 
by the paragraph which immediately follows in 
the Book of Concord, as we shall see in a moment. 
We want to add already here, however, that 
liberals should be among the last to question or 
dispute that the reference we are discussing should 
read Romans 16, 17 rather than Tit. 3, 10. For, 
aside from the simple facts of the matter, liberals 
are extremely gentle in their handling of errorists 
and false teachers and preachers. They insist on 
carefully and tenderly differentiating between 
them and heretics. But the confession of the 
Lutheran Church in the passage in question says 
“impious teachers” (“falsche Prediger”) ; not 
“heretic” as in Titus 3, 10. 
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It is no doubt unfortunate that this mistake 
should have been permitted to creep into later 
editorial additions to the Book of Concord, with 
the result that Romans 16, 17 will not be found 
in its topical index. 

Lest anyone should suppose that it is either 
impossible or unlikely that misreferences have 
actually crept into later editorial additions to the 
Book of Concord (none of which we have neces- 
sarily accepted by our subscription to its con- 
fession), or that this is an isolated instance of 
such a mistake, we shall here call attention to one 
or two others. 

In the article ‘Of the Law and the Gospel’ in 
the Epitome of the Formula of Concord, Trigl., 
p. 803, 5 (where the original and official texts 
of the confession simply say ‘Mark 1’ and ‘Acts 
20°), Mk. 1, 15 and Acts 20, 21 are referred to 
as containing examples of the term ‘Gospel’ in its 
wider sense; that is, of the term ‘Gospel’ as 
understood of the entire doctrine or earthly 
teaching of Christ, as also of the Apostles, in- 
clusive of the preaching of repentance (Law) and 
the forgiveness of sins. So also in the Thorough 
Declaration, Trigl., p. 953, par. 2. 

Now, the careful reader will find that the 
term ‘Gospel’ does not occur at all in Acts 20, 21; 


the reference should clearly read Acts 20, 24.: 


(The reference to this passage with respect to the 
term ‘repentance’ in the next following paragraph 
in the Thorough Declaration is correct.) 

The reference to Mk. 1, 15 is likewise er- 
roncous. For, the term ‘Gospel’ there occurs 
alongside of the word ‘repentance,’ and so in its 
narrower sense. The reference should clearly 
read Mk, 1, |. 

In the corresponding section of the Thorough 
Declaration (Trig, p. 953, par. 2 and 3) the 
references to both Mk. 1, 1 and Mk. 1, 15 are 
correctly given. 

We trust that these brief remarks may prove 
helpful, and that they will be appreciated by the 
critical student, especially with regard to their 
hearing on the question of Romans 16, 17 and 
the confession of the Lutheran Church. 


P. H. Burcporr, 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“T enjoy reading the Confessional Lutheran. 
It rings true; it is an echo of the voice of Dr. 
Pieper and other great leaders of our church; it 
breathes the same spirit that the Lutheran Witness 


used to breathe. Keep up the fight. You are 
doing more good than is evident on the surface 
of things.” St. Louis Minister and [xecutive. 


“Tt is quite peculiar that whereas I have, for 
some years, been permitted to work for Confes- 
sional Lutheranism, I have never been a sub- 
scriber to the Confessional Lutheran. I am en- 
closing my check for membership in the C. L, 
P.B.” A High Executive of the Missouri Synod. 


“Whenever a new issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran arrives I read it from cover to cover. 
I heartily agree with all its contents. I should 
like to have a part in fostering this work with 
larger contributions.” Pastor in Illinois. 


“Let me assure you that it is my candid 
opinion that we should counteract the liberal 
element which has come into our synod and which 
is threatening a serious rift.” Pastor in St. Louis. 


“T wouldn’t be without the news and informa- 
tion which I receive through your bureau. We 
have fallen upon evil days in our synod, but I 
am thankful that there still are those who know 
what is right and have the courage and character 
to fight for it’’ Miss L., Detroit. 


“Tt is my humble opinion that the Confessional 
Lutheran will, under God, do much to clear the 
atmosphere of unionistic smoke in our beloved 
synod. God bless it to that end.” Pastor im 
South Dakota. 


“The Confessional Lutheran keeps up its high 
standard and even improves from month to 
month, May God continue to bless its witness 
for the truth.’ Pastor in Pittsburgh. 


i’ . . = a 
“T enjoy reading the Confessional Lutheran. 
Pastor in Canada, 


YOU CANNOT AFFORD 
not to read the Confessional Lutheran’s 
frank and wholly objective discussions of 
the burning issues now confronting our 
Synod. It is published by Missourians for 
Missourians in the interest of true Scrip- 
tural unity, 


SUBSCRIBE NOW! 


Subscription for one year is $1.00 
Send order and money to 
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® Unionism — Hypocrisy 

We would not say that every one who indulges 
in umonistic practices is a hypocrite. A hypocrite 
is one who makes the profession of a Christian 
while he is an unbeliever at heart. Thank God, 
there are true Christians also among those who 
indulge im unionistic practices. We abhor the 
unionism of Lutherans with the Reformed sects; 
yet we are far from saying that these ministers 
of the U. LE. C. and other Lutheran bodies who 
fraternize with Methodists, Baptists, and Presby- 
terians are therefore devoid of Christian faith. 
We recognize that happy inconsistency by which 
faith is sometiines better than practice. 

Nevertheless, unionism is essentially hypo- 
critical. It involves an intellectual dishonesty. 
This was impressed on us years ago when we 
attended a unionistic gathering and heard the 


chairman say to a friendly member of the op- 
posing party: “Now we must get some one to 
speak a TACTFUL PRAYER,” — a prayer that 
would not offend either party; a prayer that would 
evade one doctrine or another; a prayer that 
proclaimed a unity which did not exist; a dis- 
honest prayer; a hypocritical prayer; an abomi- 
nable, blasphemous prayer, like every one offered 
up consciously from a unionistic position. 

Dr. Traugott Hahn has recently written 
LEBENSERINNERUNGEN, autobiographical 
notes dealing with the life in the Baltic provinces. 
The author refers to old Pastor Nolcken, of whom 
he says: “All forms of unionism were an abomi- 
nation unto him. They appeared to him as half- 
truths and therefore as insincerity.” Noleken 
read the Lutheraner, edited by Dr. Walther, of 
whom Dr. Hahn writes: 
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_ “At the head of the Missouri Synod stood 
Professor Walther, a mighty intellect and sincere 
Christian. With the entire power of his word 
and pen, without any vestige of the fear of men, 
he rose against the terrible worldliness that had 
entered Christianity in America. Nor did he 
hesitate when he saw that thousands of Germans 
turned their backs to the Missouri Synod because 
of his attitude. He simply knew no other norm 
than Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions. 
Wherever in the other Lutheran synods they ob- 
served worldliness, laxity of practice and dis- 
cipline, he exposed these faults mercilessly, so 
that he was feared by all, A minister of dnother 
synod once said to me: ‘If the Missouri Synod 
and Pastor Walther had not. kept such a sharp 
lookout, we other Lutherans would long ago have 
ceased to be Lutherans and Christians. The 
Lutheran Church of North America owes every- 
thing to this discipline’.” : 

We may not today carn more gratitude for 
our labors on behalf of sound Lutheranism than 


our fathers earned in their day. Our business is | 
simply to remain loyal to the Word of God and 
humbly to accept all of its teachings. Men may 
then accuse us of many things; they will not 
accuse us of hypocrisy. As for temporal rewards 
for our position, there are none. We know well 
enough that it entails the sacrifice of some things 
dear to the flesh — such as cutting a big figure 
in some cireles to which access is denied us only 
because we acknowledge the truth of God in it | 
entirety. Such honor and advantage could be. 
purchased — by hypocrisy. The price is too great 

Dr. Theodore Graebner in the Lutheran Wit 
ness, 1927, pp. 23-24. 


® The Right Conception of 
Ecumenicity in Its Relation 
to Church Fellowship? 


The Need of Clarity 

“There is a need of ‘greater clarity’ in the 
Missouri Synod regarding Lutheran unity.” Thus 
Dr. Graebner writes in the Lutheran Witness, 
February 10, 

For nearly a century there was never any con- 
fusion nor want of clarity in the Missouri Synoc] 
regarding Lutheran unity. Every member of oy 
Synod knew exactly what our attitude was to. 
wards synods which call themselves “Lutheran* 
but which deviate in doctrine and practice fron 
the Scriptural position of the true Lutheraz 
Church. But gradually this condition changeq 
due to the fact that attempts have been made te 
establish church fellowship with such synods a) 
those referred to above on bases which did na 
settle existing doctrinal differences, but rathe: 
veiled them. Some of us rejected these baser 
from the very start. Others defended them a: 
satisfactory. All attempts at first of all havin; 
this difference in our midst settled were effectivel ; 
barred. Negotiations with other synods were Con, 
tinued to this day although confusion and strane 
relations in our midst have constantly bee y 
growing. 3 

Now at this critical time two articles hay 
appeared in the Lutheran Witness (iebruary 1¢ 
issuc) which can only inerease unclearness an 
confusion in our midst. We refer to Dr, Graely 
ner’s article, “Now This Ecumenicity,” and Dy 
L. Meyer’s report under the heading, “Our Debs, 
to Iellow Lutherans.” ! 


The Way to Clarity 


Whoever would contribute to clarity and lear 
our Synod back to its former unity and concord 
should, when writing on ecumenicity, at least Jay 
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down certain principles and rules which show the 
reader exactly how to apply the truths regarding 
ecumienicily. 

In our midst we all agree that there is one 
holy Christian Church on earth, the communion 
of saints, and that all those who believe in Christ 
as their Savior, no matter in what denomination 
they may be, are the true Church of God, the 
spiritual body of Christ, invisible to our eyes and 
known only to God. There is no divergence in 
our midst regarding this great central truth of 
Christianity, the ecumenicity of the Christian 
Church, the world-wide extent of this kingdom of 
Christ. We are also agreed on the fact that there 
is a false, antiscriptural application of the prin- 
ciple of ecumenicity; but here the question is: 
Which is the false and which is the proper appli- 
cation of ecumenicity, especially regarding our 
relationship to those who call themselves “Lu- 
theran” but do not agree with us in Scriptural 
doctrine and practice? 

Here is the point where Dr. Graebner leaves 
his readers in the lurch. He not only fails to set 
forth clear and convineing rules for the right and 
the wrong application of the principle of ecu- 
menicity, but also creates an entirely wrong im- 
pression as to the position of Dr. Walther in 
this matter. 

Leaving the Reader in the Dark 

With regard to the World Council of Churches 
Dr. Graebner writes: “For all that we know, the 
Amsterdam meeting will be ‘ecumenical’ in the 
sense of liberal, modernistic, indifferent to doc- 
trine; or under the guidance of God’s Spirit it 
may be expressive of the best that is in all 
Christendom and in that sense tridy ‘ecumenical’.” 
The best that is in all Christendom is the pure 
Gospel of Christ and the truth revealed to us 
in Scripture. Does Dr. Graebner really believe 
that the tnionistic World Council of Churches 
may perhaps in August bring out a confession 
of the pure doctrine of Holy Scripture as it has 
always been confessed by the Lutheran Church? 

Dr. Graebner proceeds: “We are perfectly 
agreed with the editor of the Lutheran Herald, 
organ of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, who in 
the issue of January 13 says that ‘no greater 
tragedy could befall than if Lutheranism were 
to become a sect’.” But how does an orthodox 
church body become a sect in the opinion of the 
editor of the Lutheran Herald and of Dr. Graeb- 
ner? We are not told. We know, however, that 
by departing from the revealed truth, sections of 
the Lutheran Church may become and have be- 
come sects, 


this would happen to all Lutheranism. Such 


That would indeed be a tragedy if* 


tragedy might also be brought about by uniting 
true and false Lutherans. Is this what Dr. 
Gracbner means to say? It would hardly fit into 
his train of thoughts. 

Again he writes: “Any one who so exalts 
the Missouri Synod as to forget THI CHURCH 
described by Paul in his letter to the Ephesians, 
would deprive our Christians of one of the 
greatest teachings of the New Testament. And 
this teaching is the great cardinal idea when we 
speak of Christian fellowship.’ Just what do 
these words mean? In what manner does the 
great cardinal idea affect our separation from, 
or fellowship with such as are Lutherans only 
in name and not in fact? Again we are not told. 
The connection in which this statement is found 
seems to suggest the idea that we must cooperate 
with Lutherans who differ from us in doctrine 
and practice lest we become guilty of having for- 
gotten the Una Sancta or of unduly exalting the 
Missouri Synod. But the reader is left wholly 
in the dark by this cryptic statement. 


The Ecumenicity Taught by Dr. Walther 
Dr. Graebner quotes frem two articles by Dr. 
Walther, found in the first issues of Der Luthe- 
raner, in which Dr. Walther shows why and in 
which sense we call ourselves “Lutherans.” He 
shews that the Lutheran Church is not a new 
religious sect founded at the time of the Reforma- 
tion, but the continuation of the old Apostolic 
Church which had been oppressed under the 
papacy. The doctrine of the Lutheran Church 
is none other than the doctrine of the Apostles 
which the whole Christian Church has confessed 
from the beginning and which is still believed by 
every truc and consistent Christian. I[f that 1s 
true, as it certainly is, then the term “Lutheran” 
must not be restricted to those people only who 
are externally affiliated with that visible body com- 
monly known as the “Lutheran Church.” We 
must consider all those who sincerely submit 
themselves to the whole written Word of God 
and confess this faith, as brethren and as Lu- 
therans at heart, no matter to what denomination 
they may belong. In this sense many Christians 
are really. Lutherans who are referred to as 
Methodists, Presbyterians, Baptists, or even 
Roman Catholics. They are not “Lutherans” in 
the sense in which this word is generally used, 
namely, members of that visible body commonly 
called the “Lutheran Church.” . But they are 
“Lutherans” in the sense in which we call our- 


selves “Lutherans,” namely, that we believe and | 


confess the faith of the prophets and apostles, 
the faith of the ancient Christian Church, the 
faith of the one true Church of all times, which 
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was restored to its pristine purity by the Reforma- 
tion. 


’ Weak Christians in False Denominations 


With Walther we must even go a step further. 
In all denominations in which the Gospel is still 
found there are Christians who do not in all 
points share our faith. From childhood such 
Christians were brought up in certain errors and 
false doctrines, but through the Gospel still con- 
fessed in their denomination they were brought 
to faith in Christ as their Savior. They are not 
able to see through the deceit of the errors in 
which they were brought up; yet, in spite of them, 
they cling to their Savior in all simplicity. Such 
people, wherever they may be, we regard as true 
Christians, as members of the one holy Christian 
Church, known to God alone since He alone can 
look into the hearts of men. Nor do we grudging- 
ly and reluctantly admit this truth that there are 
believers and dear children of God in other 
churches also. We rejoice and thank God that 
even in those churches which we must avoid there 
are true children of God. This is a truth to which 
we must firmly hold and which has always been 
confessed in the Missouri Synod. 


The “Selective Fellowship” 
that Does Not Follow 


Does all this mean to say that we may now 
establish church fellowship with anybody whom 
we may rightly consider a Lutheran or at least 
a Christian? This is the principle of selective 
fellowship which has met with approval in our 
days, not only in church bodies which disagree 
with us, but even in our own Missouri Synod. 
And here is where the danger lurks in Dr. Graeb- 
ner’s article and that of Dr. L. Meyer. Pastors 
and lay-members who have been misled to believe 
that the so-called selective fellowship is really a 
good thing and in full harmony with the tenets 
of the Lutheran Church will be strengthened in 
their error by the one-sided presentation of this 
matter found in the Lutheran Witness. 


What Can We Expect of the Erring? 


Dr. Walther has much more to say about such 
Christians in false churches than we have so far 
heard — important truths which may help us to see 
more clearly and to regain our former unity re- 
garding church fellowship with those Lutheran 
only in name. Dr, Graebner completely disregards 
these truths and by this omission creates an 
entirely false impression of Dr. Walther’s posi- 
tion in the question of church fellowship. 

The following truths, as all true Lutherans 
know, are also firmly grounded in Scripture: 


Every departure from. the clear Word of God is 
a grievous sin. God has not only urgently charged 
His Christians to abide by His revealed truth in 
every detail, but also to have a watchful eye 
upon those who in any respect depart from it; 
to avoid false teachers and those who cling to 
error. This divine command is binding on all 
Christians. It is their duty to confess the truth 
not only in word but also in deed, by separating 
themselves from those who adhere to error. 


Now those Christians in heterodox church 
bodies who in their heart believe the Gospel and 
the truth revealed in Scripture are by no means 
exempt from the duty to confess their faith and 
eventually to sever their connection with crrorists. 
It is true that in all heterodox church bodies there 
are undoubtedly Christians who err in their 
simplicity, Such erring Christians may in many 
cases never have an opportunity to be healed from 
their errors because the whole truth is never made 
known to them. Hence the sin of unionism which 
they commit in their ignorance is forgiven them 
for Christ’s sake. 

Such Christians Dr. Walther has in mind 
when he quotes the following words from the 
Preface of the Book of Concord: “As to the 
condemnations, censures, and rejections of god- 
less doctrines, and especially of that which has 
arisen concerning the Lord’s Supper . . . it 1s 
in no way our design and purpose to condemn 
those men who err from a certain simplicity of 
mind, but are not blasphemers against the truth 
of the heavenly doctrine, much less indeed entire 
churches . . . nay rather has it been our inten- 
tion and disposition in this manner to censure 
and condemn only the fanatical opinions and their 
obstinate and blasphemous teachers. . . . For we 
have no doubt whatever that even in those 
churches which have hitherto not agreed with us 
in all things many godly and by no means wicked 
men are found who follow their own simplicity, 
and do not understand aright the matter itself, 
but in no way approve the blasphemies which are 
cast forth against the Holy Supper... . We are 
also in great hope that if they would be taught 
aright conéerning all these things, the Spirit of 
the Lord aiding them, they would agree with us 
and with our churches and schools to the infallible 
truth of God’s Word.” (Lutheraner, 1, No. 2, 
p. 6.) 


But as soon as such Christians in heterodox 
churches have an opportunity to compare truth 
with error the situation becomes different. Then 
it is their sacred duty to examine and re-examine 
the teaching of their denomination, as to whether 
or not it agrees with clear Scripture. As soon as 
they sce the divergence it becomes their duty to 


a 
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confess the truth which they have found and not 
to rest until the matter is settled. Since they will 
never succeed in winning their whole church body 
for the truth, the only course left open to them 
is, in obedience to the divine injunction, to 
separate themselves from their church and join 
an orthodox church body. 

This duty is so urgent and unavoidable that 
Dr, Walther in the article from which Dr. Graeb- 
ner quotes says: “For Iet no one believe that he 
who has come to know the errors of his church 
but is not willing to renounce them and_ for 
earthly considerations wishes to remain with the 
communion of the false church can he a true 
Christian, have the true faith, and be saved... . 
He who errs wilfully or contrary to his conscience 
will remain in heterodox fellowship can by no 
means console himself with the thought that he 
belongs to the communion of saints known to God 
alone which is spread over the whole world. He 
who would say: ‘You have admitted that it is 
possible to be saved ina sect, so I will stay therein 
although I see that abuses and errors are therein 
adhered to,’ such a one would only deceive him- 
self, for the Word of God plainly says, ‘Come 
out from among them and be ye separate,’ IT Cor. 
6: 14-18,” ete. (Lutheraner, p. 19.) If we would 
establish church fellowship with members of false 
churches who agree with us, without insisting 
that confession of the truth includes the duty to 
separate themselves from error we would be guilty 
of sinful unionism, being partakers of their sin. 


Lutheran Errorists 


Here the objection may be raised that this 
may be true in the case of sects outside the Lu- 
theran Church, but not when we have to deal with 

fellow Lutherans” who do not agree with us in 
every point of doctrine and practice. But who 
gave Lutherans a right to deviate from the re- 
vealed truth in any point? Can Lutherans lay 
claim to more Jeniency in this respect than others? 
On the contrary, the responsibility of Lutherans 
in conscientiously preserving the divine truth is 
greater than that of any other denomination, be- 
cause God has blessed the Lutheran Church above 
all other denominations with the clear knowledge 
of the pure Scriptural doctrine. 

Dr, Walther is therefore very explicit when 
speaking of such as call themselves “Lutherans” 
but are not in every point faithful in their 
adherence to the Lutheran Confessions. He does 
not altogether deny them the name “Lutheran,” 
but he would never acknowledge them as “true 
Lutherans.” He writes, “We know well that the 
name does not do it, for there are a great many 
who still call themselves Lutherans although they 


have long ago given up the doctrine which our 
Church has laid down in its Symbols, especially 
in the Unaltered Augsburg Confession and Lu- 
ther’s Small Catechism. Such false Lutherans 
are however easily distinguished from the true 
Lutherans.” (P. 14.) Again: “We consider 
false teachers who bear the Lutheran name as 
our brethren in the faith as little as we do the 
worst defamer of the Lutheran name, while we 
feel ourselves most intimately connected with all 
children of God, no matter in which sect they may 
he held captive.” (P. 100.) 

This statement is very plain and outspoken. 

The Principle Rightly Applied 

The right application of the principle of 
ecumenicity demands on the one hand that we 
consider all believing Christians found in hetero- 
dox churches as true children of God and our 
brethren in the faith, even though we are not 
able to point out who those Christians are. But 
the same principle of ecumenicity demands also 
that we see in all errorists who call themselves 
“Lutherans” errorisis, false teachers whom we 
must avoid. They are not frue Lutherans because 
they do not with us accept the whole Christian 
ecumenical truth, revealed in God’s Word and laid 
down in the Confessions of our Church. It is 
self-evident of course that in those church bodies 
which are not Lutheran in truth but only in name 
there are true Christians and Lutherans. To 
them the same applies that we have said above 
about Christians hid in all false churches. But 
we do not know who they are, and to fellowship 
with such as confess our faith, without settling 
the matter of membership in a false church, 
would be sinful unionism. os 


Dr. Meyer Adds to the Confusion 

The report written by Dr. L. Meyer in the 
same Lutheran Witness adds to the confusion in 
our midst. This article makes no distinction at 
all between true Lutherans and such as are Lu- 
therans only in name. It mentions “Lutherans” 
who are members of the Evangelical Lutheran 
Church of Germany, who at Treysa went on 
record stating that they would under all cir- 
cumstances keep up their membership in the cor- 
rupt Evangelical Church of Germany and practice 
full altar fellowship even with such as deny the 
Lutheran doctrine of the Lord’s Supper. (Cp. 
Confessional Lutheran, November, 1947, p. 117.) 
These false Lutherans are indiscriminately re- 
ferred to as our “Fellow Lutherans” together with 
our brethren in the German Lutheran [ree 
Church! This is done in marked contrast to 
Dr. Walther’s position, as every one can see who 
reads the whole article from which Dr. Graelner 
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quotes. But how many readers of the Lutheran 
Witness have an opportunity to see that Dr, 
Walther’s position is misrepresented in our 
official synodical paper by the stressing of one 
aspect of the matter only and completely dis- 
regarding the other? Pastors as well as lay 
Christians who are already unionistically inclined 
will draw the conclusion from Drs. Graebner’s 
and Meyer’s presentations that selective fellow- 
ship must after all be a good Lutheran practice, 
since even Walther was ready to acknowledge as 
brethren all members of false churches who agree 
with us. 

Here fies the danger of such articles. They 
do not expressly mention selective fellowship, just 
as little as the Statement of the “44” docs. But 
they pave the way for this un-Lutheran and anti- 
Scriptural practice by surreptitiously casting oul 
the seed of false unionistic ideas. 

We most assuredly find no pleasure in con- 
stantly needing to hammer away at misleading 
articles published in the Lutheran Witness. We 
read these articles with sincere grief and sorrow, 
because we see the evil fruits of them on every 
hand. From all parts of our synod reports come 
to us that in spite of some good confessions that 
were made at our jubilee convention in Chicago 
the practice of fraternizing with false Lutherans 
abounds more and more. Since what should be 
done officially to stop the evil influence of such 
inisleading presentations is not done, it would be 
treason on our part to hold our peace and not 
constantly and publicly warn against this danger. 

The Gist of the Whole Matter 

What then is the gist of the whole matter and 
the right application of the principle of ecumen- 
icity in the question of church fellowship? 

In the first place the truth that there are chil- 
dren of God in all denominations should caution 
us to be very careful in our ‘judgment on heter- 
odox churches. Although it is our duty to keep 
ourselves separate from them, we should never 
condemn whole church bodies as though all their 
members were unbelievers and non-Christians. 
We should rather keep in mind that there are in 
their midst children of God who may be better 
Christians than we are, although they err out of 
ignorance in certain respects. We do not mean 
to separate ourselves from these Christians. 
Although we cannot outwardly and in the eyes 
of men practice church fellowship with them, still, 
spiritually and in God’s sight, we are and remain 
one body with them as members of the same spir- 
itual body of Christ, the one holy Christian 
Church, 

In the second place we should never speak 
of our church as though this visible body which 


is now commonly called the Lutheran Church were 
the only saving church on earth; as though metu- 
bership in our denomination were an absolute 
necessity for salvation. For, rightly understood, 
there are even Lutherans in other denominations, 
just as there are sham Christians and false Lar 
therans in the external society of the Lutheran 
Church and its congregations. 

In the third place we should never try to prove 
the truth of a certain doctrine by quotations from 
Luther. By doing this we would lay ourselves 
open to the reproach that we do not base our faith 
on Scripture alone, but on human authority. We 
would also create the wrong impression as though 
the Lutheran Church were a sect beside other 
sects which keep themselves separate from the 
true Church through pet doctrines invented and 
fanatically defended by their founders and. lead- 
ers. But the Lutheran Church will never become 
a sect by keeping separate from false teachings 
and false churches, as many seem to think in our 
day, Those who injeet the principle of ecument- 
city into the question of church fellowship for the 
benefit of selective fellowship or similar practices 
misuse the precious truth which we express by 
the word “ecumenicity” in the interest of union- 
ism. The Lutheran Witness should warn its 
readers against this misuse if it would be a faith- 
ful witness and a reliable guide. 


Let Us Return to the Old Way! 


As long as the Missouri Synod confessed the 
ecumenicity of the Lutheran Church and’ at_ the 
same time distinguished between true and false 
churches, even between true and false Lutherans ; 
as long as it conscientiously heeded the divine 
command regarding our duty to hold fast to the 
pure Scriptural doctrine and to avoid false 
teachers and false churches, there was full clarity 
and unity in our midst, Only by returning to 
those truths on which we were once agreed can 
the old unity in spirit be restored and present dis- 
cord and confusion in our synod be removed. 

J. BUENGER. 


@® A Correction 

Tn an article in the April issue of our journal 
entitled “The Missouri Synod and the Declaration 
of the American Lutheran Church” the second 
sentence of the second paragraph in the first 
column on p. 43 reads as follows: “And what Dr. 
Graebner states is not the truth.” This sentence 
should be stricken and the following sentence sub- 
stituted for it: “And therefore what Dr. Gracb- 
ner states is not the full truth, but only a half 
truth.” We are sorry that this mistake was su- 
advertently made. 
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© Let’s Face the Facts! 

(EprrortaL Nore: Under the above heading the 
following article appeared in the Lutheran Standard of 
May 29, official organ of the American Lutheran Church. 
It is heartening to know that some of the students at the 
theological institution in question are calling their leaders 
to account. Indeed, the position of these students with 
regard to Romans 16, 17 puts that of our own Lutheran 
Witness to shame. Where there is such testimony there 
is hope for honest umion. The misleadership of many 
of our own officials has in the past frustrated attempts 
at true unity with Lutherans outside our own fellowship 
by insistence on or condoning of methods which precisely 
prevented that which we might otherwise have hoped to 
achieve. May God more and more open the eyes of all 
to the ene way which will surely lead to the peace of 
our church — the truth as it is in Christ Jesus and in 
His holy Word. — P. H. 3B.) 

When one studies the periodicals published by 
the various Protestant churches, including the Lu- 
theran, one can’t help noticing the tremendous 
interest shown in the union of Protestantism as 
well as of Lutheranism. But if we want to be 
faithful stewards of God’s truth we should be 
willing to face the facts on this very important 
issue Of the day. 

True Christians are found in many denomina- 
tions, and they are united in Christ’s true, in- 
visible church. We believe, however, that. all 
Christians would like to be also externally united 
in one Christian denomination, And that would, 
indeed, be very desirable. 

Sad to say, however, Satan is hard at work 
within the church, causing divisions and offences. 
Jesus Himself said that Satan would be, and He 
admonishes us to be constantly on our guard. 
What is it that is causing these divisions in the 
church? It is nothing else than false teaching. 
Satan and the old Adam are its authors. And the 
result is an outwardly divided Christendom. 

Yet it is God’s will that His children speak and 
teach the same thing. Look at I Corinthians 1: 10. 
That is what we must earnestly strive for, even 
if many ridicule the insistence on pure doctrine 
which characterizes true Lutheranism. We believe 
that the Lutheran Church has the pure gospel. 
Our-Confessions set forth the pure teaching of 
God’s Word, But if we belittle and compromise 
this great gift of God we are indeed unfaithful 
servants, and the blessings of the Reformation 
will be taken from us. 


We deplore the fact that our A. L. C. has 
joined the World Council of Churches. It, no 
doubt, came as a result of sincere but misguided 
motives. The World Council is closely linked 
with the Federal Council of Churches. There 
are many in the Federal Council who question or 
deny the vicarious atonement and the inspiration 
of the Bible. Fellowship with groups who teach 


all manner of false doctrine is simply not God- 
pleasing. Look at Romans 16:17. 

May the gracious Heavenly Father have 
mercy on our endangered American Lutheran 
Church. May our zeal not be a misguided one, 
but may we all heed our Lord’s words, “If ye con- 
tinue in My Word, then are ye My disciples in- 
deed, and you shall know the truth, and the truth 
shall make you free.” — SrevERAL STUDENTS FROM 
Warrsurc Seminary, Dubuque, Iowa. 


© Luther and Romans 16:17. 18 


Having demonstrated to the Roman Christians 
the God-willed fellowship of brethren in the faith, 
the Apostle Paul in contrast continues: “Now I 
beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause 
divisions and offenses contrary-to” (Luther trans- 
lates the Greek para with neben, alongside of) 
“the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid 
them. Jor they that are such serve not our Lord 
Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and by good 
works and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the 
simple,” Rom. 16:17, 18. 

These words of St. Paul are taken by Luther 
as they read. 


What Luther Actually Said 


In his long treatise “Judgment of Spiritual 
and Monastic Vows” Luther shows that the 
monastic vows of poverty, obedience, and celibacy 
are contrary to the Word of God, contrary to the 
faith, contrary to evangelical liberty, contrary to 
God’s Commandments, contrary to love, and con- 
trary to reason. Luther then refers-also to what 
he calls the “impossible” vow of chastity made or 
kept by some, not because it is prescribed by 
monastic rules — for then they would be occupied 
with works of the Law and the righteousness of 
works, which is in the highest degree opposed to 
the Gospel — but because “in the spirit of liberty” 
it pleases them of their own accord to make or 
keep such vows. (Luther’s Works, St. Louis ed., 
XIX, p. 1640. It is here that the old Walch 
edition has “hypocritical piety” instead of “right- 
cousness of works.” The Latin original is: 
justitiam factorum.) 

Here Luther quotes Romans 16:17 and 18 
and then continues: “These words can only be 
understood of those who alongside of (neben) 
the Christian way, as it were, teach something 
better. For he does not say that they deny our 
doctrine, but that alongside of (neben) it, they 
teach another; which the monastic institutions in 


reality do.” (Ibid., p. 1641.) 
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Luther therefore refers to those Christians 
who alongside of Christian doctrine teach what 
they imagine to be a better Christian way. And 
to such Christians Luther applies the words of St. 
Paul Romans 16:17 and 78. 


Luther According to the “Lutheran Witness” 
To bolster up his false assumption that St. 
Paul in Rom. 16:17f. “had in mind hypocritical 
and anti-Christian deceivers” (L. W., p. 165), and 
in the interest of unionism, which he himself in 
1927 declared to be “essentially hypocritical” (see 
article “Unionism-ELypocrisy” in this issue), Dr. 
Theodore Graebner in the Lutheran Witness, 
May 4, p. 150, makes Luther say something alto- 
gether different from what he actually did say, 

As mistranslated by Dr. Graebner in the Lu- 
theran Witness, the words of Luther read: “These 
words cannot be understood by anyone otherwise 
than directed to those who want to teach some- 
thing well and better than the Gospel and Chris- 
tianity, for he says not that they deny our doctrine 
hut that they set forth another doctrine in place 
of our own. ... Works of the Law and hypocriti- 
cal piety absolutely opposed to the Gospel.” (Our 
emphasis. The last statement should precede the 
former. On “hypocritical piety” see above.) 

Now note how Dr. Gracbner in one place com- 
pletely ignores “alongside of” (neben) and in 
another place mistranslates “neben” with “in place 
of.” The old Walch edition, which Dr. Graebner 
cites, has the word “eben” in both places. This 
is in full agreement with the Latin original, which 
according to the Weimar edition, Vol. VIII, p. 
655, also has “juxta”’ in both places. 

The dictionaries give the meaning of “jusrta” 
as “near, by the side of, along with,” etc., but not 
“in place of.” It is however claimed that it can 
be shown from various Latin writers that the 
word “juxta”’ may have the meaning “in place of.” 
At this moment we are not able to examine this 
possibility. But that this cannot be the meaning 
of Luther in this connection is clearly shown by 
the words which follow a few sentences later. 
Quoting the admonition of Paul to Timothy, to 
continue in the things which he had learned (2 
Tim, 3:14), Luther says that Paul will not suffer 
“that anything be added.” 


And that, according to Luther, is exactly what 
the monastic institutions do. They do not deny 
“our doctrine” but “alongside of it” they add 
something to the Christian way, which they re- 
garded as better. 

Dr. Graebner cannot rightly claim Luther as 
a champion of his false interpretation of Rom. 
16:17f. For anyone to assert that Luther here 
refers to “enemies of Christianity,” “hypocritical 
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and anti-Christian deceivers,” is doing violence 
to Luther’s express words and to the context. 
Turo. Dierks, S. T. D. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


The New Camaraderie, Continued 

We liked this sentence in the report of the 
Conmittee on Doctrinal Unity (Lutheran Wit 
ness, February 24, 1948, p. 59): “The committee 
realizes that true unity cannot be established by 
social intercourse and joint endeavors attended by 
a disregard of existing differences, but only by 
the removal of such differences and by full agree- 
ment in doctrine and practice on the basis of the 
Scriptures and the ‘Confessions.’ This warning 
is based on express statements of the Missouri 
Synod in convention. Yet, at an ever increasing 
tempo those Missourians who are of Statemen- 
tarian mind are taking part in the pan-Lutheran 
movement. Their determination is crystallizing. 
It appears that they have thrown the wishes of 
their synodical brethren, as expressed in Synod’s 
resolutions, to the winds. We continue with a 
recitation of a few of the facts in the case, which 
we began in a previous issue (p. 45). 


At Milwaukee 


In October, 1947, the Rev. A. R. Kretzmann 
journeyed up to Milwaukee and delivered the pep- 
talk at the rally of the Lutheran Men of America 
in Wisconsin. He told them to be “heroic,” 
“honest,” and a “force for good,” according to the 
local press. The Board of Governors of the Lu- 
theran Men of America in Wisconsin includes 
six laymen of Synodical Conference congrega- 
tions. 

In January, 1948, another rally was held, with 
Dr. Clarence C. Stoughton, U. L. C, official, de- 
livering a pep-talk, mostly against Communism, 
An attendance “of about 1,000 persons” Was 
claimed. This rally was accompanied by equally 
lavish newspaper publicity, leaving the definite 
impression that Lutherans have settled all inter- 
Synodical difficulties, or never really had any. 

In April, 1948, this organization began to pub- 
lish The Milwaukee Lutheran, “the magazime for 
every Lutheran home.” In defiance, this first 1ssue 
contains a reprint of the tract against the L. M. 
A., written by the Rev. G. W. Fischer and adopted 
by the Milwaukee City Delegate Conference of 
the Wisconsin Synod. A somewhat biased report 
of this matter found its way into the Milevaukee 
Journal of May 6, 1948. 


| 


| 
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The first editorial in The Milwaukee Lutheran 
(p. 5) contains such trackless wanderings as the 
following: “The combined opinion of our people, 
on important political and economic questions, can 
be developed and made known in this publication, 
so that our large body of fellow believers may act 
in unison when it is advantageous to do so... . 
For ourselves and our church we have much to 
gain, by banding together on non-doctrinal issues. 
Since this publication is sponsored, financed, 
managed and edited by laymen, it can speak out 
on matters of state, without encroaching upon the 
religious mission of the church, or involving it in 
non-religious affairs.” 

Speaking of “joint endeavors attended by a 
disregard of existing differences,” this L. M. A, 
movement represents the height of “disregard.” 
The same editorial also states: “The Milwaukee 
Lutheran will not engage in doctrinal controversy, 
Tt will scrupulously avoid all issues on which there 
is a difference of opinion between Lutheran 
bodies. It recognizes the right to personal opinions 
and interpretations on the part of its readers. It 
appreciates the conscience-dictated teachings and 
philosophies of al/ Lutheran pastors.” 


At New York 

Another All-Lutheran Reformation rally was 
held at the Waldorf on November 2, 1947. It was 
sponsored by “The Lutheran Society, Inc.,” made 
up of laymen of all Synods, by means of patron 
subscriptions at $10 each. An introductory and 
invitational letter listed the scheduled participa- 
pants, from just about every Synod, and including 
the following from the Missouri Synod: The Rev. 
Theodore W. Beiderwieden as Liturgist; the Rev. 
Robert A. Biegner as joint officiant with an 
N. L. C. pastor at a possible auxiliary service in 
a nearby church, in case of an overflow crowd at 
the main service ; J. F. EE. Nickelsburg, of the 
American Lutheran” staff, as a subcommittee 
chairman; and two other Missouri Synod laymen, 
An “outstanding and thrilling” feature was to be 
the “Clerical Procession in which clergy of all 
synodical connections participated, in their clerical 
gowns.” We are assured that the “Society de- 
termined to make it an annual event.” 

Again, “joint endeavors attended by a dis- 
regard of existing differences.” 

The correspondent for New York, in the Lu- 
theran of December 10, 1947, makes mention of 
‘the united Reformation services of the Utica 
Laymen’s League of the United and Missouri 
Lutheran churches” (p. 37). - 


Among Youth Leaders 


Another “joint endeavor attended by a dis- 
regard of existing differences,” which appears to 
be leading to a whole chain of such endeavors, is 
the 1948 meeting of the Lutheran Youth Leaders 
Council. 

“Meeting in Chicago January 15, the twenty- 
five leaders, representing nine synods (including 
Missouri and Slovak), made sufficient indication 
of growing Lutheran unity in this area. 

“In a historic decision, it was agreed by the 
participating members to sponsor an all-Lutheran 
Youth Institute at Valparaiso University, August 
26-29, for the two-fold purpose of interchanging’ 
ideas on youth work and of training youth leaders. 
Each group will have twenty-five young people 
present to represent them. 

“A proposed plan for an All-Lutheran Youth 
Conference in 1949 had to be abandoned because 
of conflicting commitments for synodical confer- 
ences, but a special committee was formed to 
study the possibility of holding such a congress 
in the near future.” (Lutheran Herald, February 
10, 1948, p. 135.) 

Accordingly, the All-Lutheran Youth Institute 
at Valparaiso has been entered upon the Calendar 
of the National Lutheran Council. (The National 
Lutheran, May, 1948, p. 1.) 

The Missouri Synod in 1947 went on record 
not to join the National Lutheran Council. Was 
the resolution just a matter of record, and noth- 
ing more? 

The following announcement was published in 
the Lutheran Herald of the Ev. Lutherai: Church 
(February 3, 1948, p. 115): “The Tri-State Pas- 


‘toral Conference will be held at Hotel Pfister, 


Milwaukee, February 3 and 4... . Speakers: The 
Rev. Amedee Fredette, Dr. O. A. Geiseman, 

. . 7 . : ” 
Chaplain H. I’. Gerecke, and Dr. Morris Wee. 


Westward Ho 

“Te, J. Gallmeyer, director of the Federation 
of Lutheran Clubs,” spoke before a mass meeting 
of Lutheran men at Denver. The Lutheran, 
January 28, 1948, p. 39, reports: “Urging unifica- 
tion of all church branches through laymen’s 
groups, he said, ‘There has not been a major 
statement by any Lutheran group in the last 
hundred years that could not be accepted by all 
the groups by a simple emphasis on_ similarities 
rather than differences’.” Note the “disregard 
of existing differences.” 

The report continues: “He maintained that 
real unification can come only through lay action 
and the help it can give the preachers. ‘We, the 
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laymen,’ he said, ‘have the job to maintain the 
healthful environment in which the church can 
grow as a unified force in America. The last 
hundred years belonged to the preachers. The 
next hundred years belong to us, the laymen’.” 


Under the heading “Missouri Laymen Join 
Brotherhood,” we read in the Lutheran (January 
28, 1948, p. 48): “The Valley Lutheran Laymen’s 
League, an intersynodical brotherhood of men in 
the Texas Rio Grande Valley, has been organized. 
Lay leaders from U. L. C., Augustana Synod, 
A. L. C., and eight Missouri Synod congregations 
are co-operating.” 


Joint Endeavors, Post-graduate 


An announcement in the Lutheran Herald 
(May 18, 1948, p. 523): “The Lutheran Seminar, 
University of North Dakota campus, Grand 
Forks, will be in session August 9 through 14. 
The faculty includes Dr. A. R. Kretzmann for 
pastoral theology; Dr. Edgar Carlson, Luther’s 
theology ; Dr. G. M. Bruce, Hebrews ; possibly Dr. 
Hermann SasSe, systematic theology.” 

A summer school for pastors is to be con- 
ducted at Columbus, Ohio, jointly by the Capitol 
University Theological Seminary and the Hamma 
Divinity School, July 19 to 30. E. C. Fendt is 
dean, and Dr. Hermann Sasse of Erlangen is to 
be “the European theologian on the faculty.” In 
this connection the Lutheran Standard of May 15, 
1948, p. 13, reports: “Due to an illness it has been 
necessary for Dr. W. G. Polack of Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, to ask to be excused from 
his assignment as lecturer. Dr. Walter R. Roehrs, 
of Concordia Seminary, will take his place on the 
faculty.” 

It seems there are those who are not satisfied 
to stop with the inter-synodical camaraderie of 
the Association of Lutheran Seminarians. Frater- 
nization also on the post-graduate level is being 
promoted, with evident haste. 

Or will the representative of Concordia Semi- 
nary, Missouri Synod, place himself in statu con- 
fessionis (in the state of confession)? That 


would require his constant insistence that the - 


A. L. C. and U. L. C. abandon unscriptural 
teachings held in their midst and that they come 
to “full agreement in doctrine and practice on the 
basis of the Scriptures and the Confessions.” It 
would require the absence of the Missouri Synod 
representative from all devotional acts. 

In case of such action (Gal. 2, 11) we doubt 
that the folks at Columbus would be very happy 
about the whole thing. 


There is a better alternative. Rom. 16, 17. 


The F. L. C. Again 


The Lutheran Standard (May 22, 1948, p. 11) 
reports: “The Federation of Lutheran Clubs, 
meeting for their third annual convention in Lima, 
Ohio, April 23, 24, adopted a resolution to en- 
courage motion picture producers to put out films 
of clean moral and cultural value. 

“An average of 75 attended all the sessions 
of the convention. All active member clubs sent 
delegates with the exception of the Washington, 
DD. C., club.” 

The keynote address was delivered by Dr. Wil- 
liam I’, Zimmerman (U. L. C. A.), president of 
Thiel College in Pennsylvania. 

“Others to address the convention were Rev. 
A. R. Kretzmann, St. Luke’s Lutheran Church 
(Missouri Synod), Chicago, Illinois; Dr. W. G. 
Polack, professor of church history at Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri; and Mr. E. J. 
Gallmeyer, of Fort Wayne, Indiana. 

“One of the objects of this federation is to 
bring about closer cooperation among the meni- 
bers of all Lutheran bodies. Local clubs contain 
members of all the Lutheran synods represented 
in the community.” 

The convention elected officers from various 
synodical bodies, including Mr. Herman A. 
Polack, Cleveland (Missouri Synod). 

On the same page of the Lutheran Standard 
another report begins as follows: “A “Lutheran 
Men’s Club of Franklin County (Ohio )’ will be 
organized as a result of a decision reached by 40 
men from 13 congregations, representing the 
American Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod, and 
United Lutheran Church, at an organizational 
meeting held in Grace Lutheran Church, Colum- 
bus, Ohio, on April 28.” 


At Nadsnal. Taitherans Council 
Students’ Meeting 


“Students from Maine to Washington, D. C., 
went to Buck Hill Falls, Pa., February 27. The 
North Atlantic region of the Lutheran Student 
Association were holding a three-day conference 
there. 

“*Who’s Who on the Program’ includes Dr. 
Oswald C. J. Hoffmann, professor at Concordia 
Collegiate Institute; Dr. Oscar W. Carlson, 
U. L. C.; Dr. Henry Cornehlsen, Jr., Lutheran 
World Federation,” ete., ete. (Lutheran, March 
3, 1948, p. 42.) 
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So the Story Goes 

This is not all of it. We could tell much more. 
The Statementarian corps of workers is increas- 
ing its efforts at a frightful pace. The mistaken 
effort to attain so-called “unity” among Lutherans 
by “social intercourse and joint endeavors at- 
tended by a disregard of existing differences” 
goes on and on. Do we realize that one out of 
every fifteen members of the Missouri Synod 
clergy is a known signer of “A Statement”? We 
ought to realize, in addition, that the number of 
their sympathizers, as well as their activities, will 
increase, year by year. Such leaven will spread 
from one place to another. There will not be a 
place left in our ecclesiastical body, where the 
blight of indifferentistic paralysis will not cast its 
deadening shadow. And it will be deadening, all 
the big organizational machinery and front offices 
notwithstanding. 

Meantime, with these prospects in view, the 
only thing of significance to come of the affair 
is an official “Agreement” with the Statemen- 
tarians. It is high time to re-evaluate the “Agree- 
ment.” Did the Missouri Synod “agree’ to the 
new camaraderie? Did it “agree” to forfeit its 
hard-won Scriptural principles by default? Is 
the peace within the Synod going to be “cemetery 
peace fr” 

A. V. Kusrerr. 


@ The Issue of Unionism 
in Colorado 

On April 9 a meeting of “The Lutheran 
Service Society of Colorado,” representing mem- 
bers of all Lutheran bodies in Colorado except 
the Wisconsin Synod, was held in St. John’s 
Church, Denver. The meeting was opened by 
Dr. EE. J. Friedrich, Chairman of the Board of 
Directors of the society in question (also Presi- 
dent of the Colorado District of the Lutheran 


Church — Missouri Synod), who introduced a 
U. L. C. man who in turn introduced an “Tevan- 
gelical Lutheran Church’ man (Norwegian 


merger) who led the group in a hymn, Scripture 
reading, and prayer. We are informed that some 
pastors and laymen of the Missouri Synod, who 
had not expected such things, walked out of the 
mecting, thus voicing their disapproval. 

Pastors of the Missouri Synod in Colorado 
were sufficiently disturbed over this incident to 
arrange for a special conference in October in 
which unionism and prayer fellowship will be dis- 
cussed. The District Pastoral Conference as- 
sembled at Monte Vista, Colorado, on April 21, 
moreover, by formal resolution went “on record 


as requesting the Chairman of the Board of 
Directors of the Lutheran Service Society of 
Colorado to refrain from any practice which 
might be construed as unionistic worship” in the 
meanwhile. 

It looks as though conservatives who insist on 
orthodox teaching and practice are still a majority 
in the Colorado District of the Missouri Synod. 

May God graciously keep things that way and 
strengthen the testimony of truly Confessional 
Lutherans everywhere! 

Paut H. Burcporr. 


® Review of Publications 

Behold, He Prayeth! By S. C. Yivisaker. 41 
pages, 644 inches, 25 cents. Order from 
Lutheran Synod Book Co., Bethany Lutheran 
College, Mankato, Minnesota. 


It was indeed a pleasure to read this booklet 


on Prayer by Dr. Ylvisaker, for it presents in 


simple style and language what has always been 
confessed by the Synodical Conference in regard 
to this doctrine. The reviewer was particularly 
glad that the point was made and proved by the 
author, that the doctrine of prayer, including joint 
prayer and prayer-fellowship, “is to be classed 
with the other clear teachings of Scripture.” (P. 
27.) No new sets of theses are required to estab- 
lish what the true doctrine of prayer-fellowship 
is, for all of it is taught in clear texts of Serip- 
ture, which merely require acceptance on our part. 

Speaking of matters which have been made 
the subject of much controversy in our Synod, the 
author established the fact, that while the ex- 
pression “to pray with” others is apparently used 
very seldom in Scripture, such prayer always 
presupposes agreement in faith and in the things 
for which we ask. He illustrates this by various 
examples, showing for instance how the several 
petitions of the Lord’s Prayer cannot be offered 
jointly by people who disagree in doctrine. 

The distinction made by some members of 
our Synod, that occasional joint prayer may be 
engaged in as long as the parties recognize cach 
other as Christians, while prayer-fellowship is 
dependent upon a full recognition as brethren in 
all matters of confession was properly labeled by 
Dr. Ylvisaker as “a distinction without a differ- 
ence and plainly one which the Scriptures do not 
allow.” If any one wishes to take issue with 
this stand let him quote even a single passage of 
Scripture which supports a distinction between 
joint prayer and prayer-fellowship. The author 
quotes Matt. 18, 19. 20, Acts 1, 14, I John 10, 11, 
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and Acts 2, 42 to show that the Bible does not 
allow such a distinction, and points out in regard 
to the last named passage that “joint prayer is 
evidently classified with joint worship” and that 
“pulpit and altar fellowship are placed side by 
side with joint prayer and fellowship in prayer.” 
(P. 37.) Finally, the author again emphasizes 
the truth “that refusal to pray with an adherent 
of false doctrine is not a judging of the heart, 
which God has reserved unto Himself, but a judg- 
ing of error which God enjoins.” (P. 39.) 

There was a time when men in our Synod who 
now openly reject the orthodox position of the 
author were in full and perfect agreement with it. 
In Vol. 44, p. 231, of the Homuiletic Magazine 
some years ago Dr, Theo. Graebner stated plainly : 
“Joint prayers presume Christian fellowship.” 
Ieven as late as 1940 the same author declared 
in the Lutheran Witness, p. 307: “Leaders in the 
A. L. C. believe that prayer is under certain cir- 
cumstances permissible with those agreeing with 
us in the essentials of Christianity, though not 
throughout in confessional harmony. From this 
point we dissent.” In his book “Christian Prayer” 
Dr. Arndt stated as late as 1938: “Persistent ad- 
herence to false teaching forms a barrier against 
joint prayer,” using Rom. 16, 17 as his main 
proof text. 


From this position both men have now de- 
parted, declaring their continued adherence to 
Theses 8 of A Statement; and in this departure 
from Scriptural doctrine they have been joined 
by the other Statementarians. Dr. Graebner has 
also expressed his changed position in the 
brochure “Prayer Fellowship” in which he states: 
“None of the passages usually quoted against 
opening meetings with joint prayer even distantly 
refer to our praying jointly with those who cannot 
be denied the name Christian but . . . who teach 
error in one point or another concerning which 
they are willing to discuss with us the Scriptural 
basis of their teaching and our own.” (Pp. 3-4.) 
The present and former position of these men are 
clearly irreconcilable. May the Lord grant a 
return to the Scriptural position on prayer-fellow- 
ship or joint prayer on the part of all who have 
departed from it! 

The author has written us that in an eventual 
second printing of this booklet the reference to 
Psalm 2, 8 at the top of page 26 will be eliminated 
from the list of passages which treat of the gen- 
eral blessings promised Christian prayer, because 
this needs to be explained, so far as this partic- 
ular passage is concerned, by the imparting of 
Messianic blessings to the followers of Christ, 
Rev. 2, 26. 27. He has likewise stated that on 
page 39 “that temple which God has called a house 
of prayer” should be referred to outward temples, 


just as Christ refers to the outward temple in a 
similar manner (Mt. 21, 13), and that the sen- 
tence in question should end there. Continuing, 
the last line on page 39 should read: “May God 
keep our church as a true reflection of that holy 
gathering which He has called the communion of 
saints,” etc. There will be a careful revision also 
of these lines in any possible reprint of this 
booklet. It is the author’s concern to make clear 
that the communion of saints and body of Christ 
cannot be made a pesthouse. 

Dr. Ylvisaker’s booklet is heartily. recom- 
mended to pastors and laymen. It is indeed a 
precious booklet, warmly devotional without a 
trace of mere intellectualism or fanaticism such 
as one so often finds nowadays in publications of 
this kind. While treatment is brief, it is com- 
prehensive and well documented with Scripture 
passages, which are printed out in full. With 
the compelling cogency of Scripture proof it treats 
also issues under discussion among us just now. 
The combination of thoroughness and simplicity 
here achieved makes this work suitable also for 
discussion in Bible classes. An excellent booklet 
for our young people! 

A. T. KretzMann. 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“The more I read the Confessional Lutheran 
the better I like it. May God continue to grant 
the editors wisdom, power, and courage to keep 
on contending for the faith.” Pastor in Kansas. 


“T wish to state that the Confessional Lutheran 
has been an eycopener to me and that a publication 
of this kind is truly a God-send in our days when 
doctrinal differences are brushed aside and union 
without doctrinal unity is advocated.” Pastor 
in Wisconsin, 
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@ Courteous, Peace-Loving, But Firm war. I ama man of peace. God knows I love 

When a great merchant of Manchester was eee a : nope shaterce Ue eae ee 
asked by what means he had contrived to realize r ee a things that ates to ee Lae 
the large fortune he possessed, his reply was: “By oa to ee Dern SE Gar hat 

> article alone f . ? yeyyr ae - if a i 
ee ee er panda We abe oa a 
, f Church history informs us that no peace was 
ever won in the Church by subterfuge or com- 
promises in matters of Christian doctrine. While 
we love peace, we must by the grace of God ex- 
hibit firmness of purpose; for without this even 
; genius wastes its efforts in a maze of theological 
peace. Matthew Henry says, “Peace is such a errors and inconsistencies. Only the Christian 
precious jewel that I would give anything for it who stands firm and adamant on Holy Scripture 
hut truth.’ We of the Missouri Synod love can “speak the truth in love.” I know of noth- 
peace. But, as Dr. Pieper says, “It is God’s ing that has done more harm to the peace of the 
order and command that we enter into no com- Church than false doctrine, and it is an erroneous 
promises in matters of Christian doctrine.” A philosophy of life to claim that the taking of a 
foul peace with crrorists is more destructive than firm stand will harm the Church. Only by cling- 


There is always time to be courteous. In the 
matter of courtesy we, Missourians, will not let 
ourselves be excelled by anyone. I have always 
found our people given to civility. 


Our people are.known also for their love of 
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ing tenaciously to the pure and unadulterated 
Gospel of Jesus Christ is the Church built. 

Iérror is not obtained from Holy Scripture, 
but from the erroneous interpretation of Holy 
Scripture, This is what leads men fatally astray. 
This has led other Lutheran bodies astray. 
There can be no God-pleasing union without full 
doctrinal agreement. God's Word — speaks 
clearly, unless men endeavor to make it sub- 
servient to their perverted reason. Where Holy 
Scripture speaks, there can be no error, but only 
agreement, because God cannot and does not make 
ambiguous statements. The fault therefore does 
not lie with God, but with man and his theo- 
logical speculations, calculations, and deductions. 

Personally, I have ouly pity for honest error- 
ists, whether they be Lutheran or Catholic, but I 
shall not permit my pity to sway me from the 
pure teachings of Holy Seripture, which would 
he the case if I should have church fellowship 
‘with them, 
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Romans 16, 17 makes our course of action 
very plain: “Now I beseech you, brethren, mark 
them which cause divisions and offenses contrary 
to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid 
them. For they that are such serve not our Lord 
Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and by good 
words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of 
the simple.” 

“He that teaches otherwise than God's 
Word teaches profanes the Name of God among 
us. Irom this preserve us, heavenly Father!" 

EH. K. Dirrricn, 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 


Is Every Word of Holy Scripture 
the Inspired and Inerrant Word 
of God? 


Inspiration and “Revelation” in 
Lutheran Theology 

Referring to What Lutherans Are Thinking 
(1947), of which he was one of the planners, Dr. 
Theo. Graebner says in the Lutheran Witness, 
June 1, 1948, p. 171, “These chapters are enough 
io make one’s heart leap with joy when one notes 
the approach to a strong confessional unity where 
once it would have been impossible to screen out 
even a baker’s dozen of first class theologians in 
anything approaching such agreement with the 
historic Confessions of the Jutheran Church, 
Differences are there and are acknowledged, 
But within those limits What Lutherans Are 
Thinking constitutes a landmark in the unifica- 
tion of official teaching.” 

Again, comparing this publication with two 
previous books of that nature, Dr. Paul Hy. 
Buehring of Columbus, Ohio, writes in the 
Lutheran Standard, 1947, July 19, p. 6, as fol~ 
lows :—~ 

“What is new — and important — about this 
book is the character of its contents. Look at 
the titles of the three books. The first Distinc~ 
tive Doctrines and Usages (1893), emphasizes 
the differences among the various Lutheran 
synods, which in 1893 were still very considerable , 
while the second, What is Lutheranism? (1930) , 
raises a question the answers to which still largely 
contradict each other. But the book now hefore 
us, What Lutherans Are Thinking, is proof posi~ 
tive of the fact that twenty-eight different writers 
representing seven different synods today  ¢an 
and do think alike and in harmony with the basic 
principles of the Lutheran Church. For 
throughout its twenty-eight essays on as mats 
different subjects there runs the golden thread of 
the very central doctrine of the Lutheran Church, 
justification by grace through faith, and every 
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one of the authors bows humbly under ~ the 
authority of the Word of God as the supreme and 
only source and norm of all matters of faith and 
life. Thus it comes about that, though there are 
variations in terminology, divergencies of opinion 
on theological problems, differences of emphasis 
corresponding to the nature of the subjects dis- 
cussed, nevertheless we may safely say that in 
this book ¢he Lutheran Church of America speaks 
to the world. It is a remarkable evidence of the 
progress toward Lutheran unity that has been 
made in the last fifty years.” 


An Honest Evaluation of Conflicting Doctrine 
When reviewing this book in the Confessional 
Lutheran, July, 1947, p. 83f., we stated that we 
would let some of the Lutheran professors speak 
on the issues now separating Missouri from other 
Lutheran church bodies. Let us now examine 
what this supposed “landmark in the unification 
of official teaching” has to say concerning the 
inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture. 


Missouri 

The Missouri Synod teaches and has always 
taught that every book of the Bible, every chapter, 
every verse, and every word is God’s eternal truth. 

Question 11 of the new Catechism reads: 
“Whose word, then, is every word of the Bible? 
{every word of the Bible is God's Word, and 
therefore the Bible is without error.” 


Ohio (A. L. C.) 

Writing on “The Word of God,’ Dr. J. A. 
Dell of Capital University Theological Seminary, 
Columbus, Ohio, says: 

“By verbal inspiration we mean only that 
when the Spirit of God used any man as His 
instrument, He took what that man had and, al- 
lowing the man to use his own vocabulary, the 
Spirit so controlled the use of that vocabulary 
that what the man wrote actually conveyed the 
sense that the Spirit wanted conveyed.” (Phat 
Lutherans Are Thinking, p. 41.) 

“The Holy Spirit conveyed to His chosen in- 
strument the thought that God wanted expressed 
(eontenty and so controlled the human instru- 
ment’s use of his vocabulary that what was writ- 
ten down actually did express and does express 
God's thought (form).”  (P. 41£.) 

“Tf what the Spirit imparted to the prophet 
were only a vague and an unformulated idea, 
leaving it to the prophet to translate the general 
urge into specific language, then we could never 
be sure that the prophet had hit upon the exact 
words to convey the Spirit’s meaning. But since 
the whole tenor of Scripture demands of the 
reader and the hearer that it be accepted as accu- 
rate truth, it implies that it has been accurately 


conveyed and transmitted. Since the whole Bible 
is composed of words, we cannot speak of an in- 
spired Bible without speaking of inspired words.” 
(P. 42.) 

“Since the Word of God was going to include 
important arguments based on the form of words, 
the forms of words could not have been a matter 
of indifference to the Holy Spirit.” (P. 43.) 

Here we have a fine testimony to the verbal 
inspiration of Scripture, and we are very happy 
to acknowledge it. 


Iowa (A. L. C.) 

But now Iet us turn to the other Theological 
Seminary of the American Lutheran Church and 
see what a professor of that seminary has to say 
on this question. Dr. A, A. Jagnow, professor 
of church history at Wartburg Seminary, Du- 
buque, Towa, treats the subject “Revelation 
Today.” 

It must be noted, first of all, that Dr. Jagnow 
deals with a treatment of “the Word of God” 
as revelation rather than with Seripture as the 
inspired Word of God. 

Dr. Jagnow writes: “God reveals Himself to 
man through His Word. One needs to examine 
the threefold form of the Word of God in order 
to understand more clearly what this means. On 
the lowest level — if one may speak of levels 
here — stands the proclamation of the church or 
the preached Word of God.” (P. 74.) 

“Scripture or the written Word is the second 
form of the Word of God. If preaching is me- 
diate (or secondhand) witness to the Word, 
Scripture must be called immediate (or first- 
hand) witness to the Word of God. In Scripture 
the witness of those who had direct contact with 
God’s revelation is found recorded. These 
prophets and apostles wrote their experiences for 
the sake of the church which should come after 
them. In other words, Scripture may be re- 
garded as the history of revelation. But, hu- 
manly speaking, it is more than this, for it also 
shows history interpreted according to revelation. 
In the light of revelation the prophets of old saw 
the history of their people transformed, and 
every contemporary event spoke to them of the 
rule and the will of God.” (P. 74.) 

“The third form of the Word of God is the 


r 


living, transcendent Word, Jesus Christ.” (2. 
76.) 
The Conflict Within the 
American Lutheran Church 
To understand the disunity between the 


Columbus seminary (of the former Ohio Synod) 
and the Wartburg seminary (of the former Iowa 
Synod) on this point, it must be remembered that 
the American Lutheran Church is endeavoring to 
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bring about “union” between itself and the con- 
servative Missouri Synod on the one hand and the 
liberal United Lutheran Church on the other 
hand. Dr, Dell represents its effort in the one 
direction; Dr. Jagnow its effort in the other 
direction. In 1938 the A. L. C. accepted the 
Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod “viewed 
in the light of? its Declaration, and somewhat 
Jater it adopted the so-called Pittsburgh Agree- 
ment with the United Lutheran Church although 
the Brief Statement and the Pittsburgh Aygree- 
ment, as they read, are irreconcilable with each 
other, 

The Brief Statement says that the [Holy 
Seriplures “are the Word of God because the 
holy men of God who wrote the Scriptures wrote 
only that which the [oly Ghost communicated 
to them by inspiration.” The Pittsburgh Ayree- 
ment says the Bible is “the history of God's 
revelation for the salvation of mankind, and of 


man’s reaction to it.’ The latter lends itself 
well to Barthianism., 
Dr, Jagnow’s Barthianism 
Dr. Jagnow clearly is a Barthian, If the 


reader, especially the layreader, has some diffi- 
culty in grasping the meaning of what follows, 
let him remember this: Barthianisin represents a 
modern Liberalistic movement. [t is a dialectic 
theology which originated after the First World 
War as a reaction to the former crass Modernism 
and Liberalism. This modern Liberalism speaks 
in such obscure and ambiguous terms that it is 
often difficult to tell exactly what an author means. 

As pointed out above, Dr. Jagnow, as a 
Barthian, docs not identify Seripture as such 
with the Word of God. To him Scripture is 
merely a witness to the Word of God, a history 
of God's direct revelation to the prophets and 
apostles, a record of their religious experience. 

Barthianisn: denies that every word of the 
Bible is the jaspired and inerrant Word of God. 
In the place of Seripture as the objective revela- 
tion and Word of God, it places man’s subjective 
impression of what God specifically reveals to 
him. 

Through the wituessing of the prophets and 
apostles to the Word of God in Scripture and 
through. the witnessing of the Church today 
(which of course should be based on Seripture) 
revelation, according to Barthianism, through 
faith becomes an event in the personal experience 
of the individual. 

On the basis of the above premises Barthian- 
ism then proceeds to reason concerning the 
“revelation” which it teaches as follows, in the 
words of Dr. Jagnow. 

“By the power of the Holy Spirit the words 
of apostles and prophets and the person of Jesus 


Christ become revelation for the Christian today. 
In the event of revelation the Christian learns to 
know God as Creator, Preserver, Redeemer, 
Sanctifier. He accepts His grace and yields him- | 
self to This saving will shown in Christ. God’s 
principles of action begin to bear frtit in the 
lives which are transformed according to His 
will, More and more one learns to be pleasing 
unto God, obedient unto His will, and helpful to 
one’s fellow man... . 

“The challenge now is, ‘Be ye perfect, as your 
Father in heaven is perfect’; and each one must | 
see for hinself, in the ght of revelation, what 
this means here and now. One might say reve- 
lation shows a man the image of Jesus Christ and 
asks him by the grace and power of God to con- 
form his life and his world to that image from 
moment to moment. fn this sense revelation is |: 
never complete but always contemporancous and 
progressive.” (P. 79.) 

What Barthianism Leads To 

As a result of his Barthian “Word of God” : 
and “revelation” speculation, Dr. Jagnow docs not» 
possess the Lutheran doctrine of justification by | 
grace through faith, but a hodge-podge of justifi- 
cation and sanctifieation. ETe teaches a peculiar 
sort of mysticism and Sehwaermerei, pure and 
simple. 

The essence of faith is the acceptance of that |, 
forgiveness of sins, merited by Christ and. of- ; 
fered freely to all men in the Gospel. However, 
according to Barthianism faith is despairing of : 
one’s self and surrendering one self to God” 
through Christ. 

Dr. Jagnow continues, “Faith -is the God-| 
given key to revelation. It has been described, 
as a mortal leap in the dark. Faith is absolute! 
despair of one’s self, coupled with absolute trust: 
in God. (P. 80.) : | 

“When the preached Word or the Scripture) 
brings a man face to face with the living Christ, 
revelation takes place for him. God speaks. Ae 
hears. And when he yields himsclf£ to. God 
through Christ, by the power of the Holy Spirit, 
the mortal leap of faith is made, time falls away. 
and Christ becomes his eternal contemporary. 
Henceforth He is ‘my Lord, who has redeemed 
me, purchased and won me from all sins, from 
death and from the power of the devil, that I 
might be His own, and live under Him in His: 
kingdom, and serve Elim in everlasting righteous~: 
nes. Here, then, the means of grace have been 
used by the Spirit to mediate revelation to the be- 
liever and to place him under God’s present will. 
And through this ever-recurring process Got . 
speaks to him from day to day, showing him new 
dutics in new situations, as he seeks to obey God's 
will for him. So revelation is seen to be dynamic. . 
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life-giving, forever contemporaneous. No longer 
can one worship the dead letter or cling to ancient 
shibboleths. ‘To be sure, history and revelation 
go together. Many things have been learned by 
the church which cannot be despised by the in- 
dividual Christian. He will cherish Scripture 
and the history of the church, for they show him 
- how others have lived under revelation. But he 
cannot rest in a mere repetition of the history or 
in routine observance of ancient custom. He 
must press on to seck the vital experience of liv- 
ing faith, which hears God speaking to him here 
and now. Such an experience of faith may not 
always come in the same way, and one can make 
no rules about it. One cannot say that it must 
contain a certain emotional tinge or bring con- 
scious conversion. God _ still works in secret, 
and His ways are past finding out. But, ‘he that 
doeth the will shall know of the doctrine’.” (P. 


82f.) 


The Wrong Way and the Right Way 

Barthianism is essentially unionistic. Since 
the experience of faith or of revelation is not the 
same in every case, therefore, there can be no true 
unity of faith. Hence we cannot and should not 
expect a uniform acceptance of every teaching 
of Scripture. To do so is to worship the dead 
letter or to cling to ancient shibboleths. 

We ask: Is this “evidence of the progress to- 
ward Lutheran unity that has been made in the 
last fifty years’? Is this “the approach to a 
strong confessional unity” which makes “one’s 
heart leap with joy’? Is this not rather evidence 
of the spirit of unionism which claims to manifest 
“unity of spirit? in spite of doctrinal differences? 
Ts this not evidence that the Lutherans of 
Americ¢a are not agreed in the very central doc- 
tring of the Lutheran Church, justification by 
grace through faith? 

True unity cannot be established by merely 
repeating over and over again that it exists when 
it does not exist. It is not established as casily 
as that. There is only one way to bring about 
true unity, and that is the way God has directed 
us to follow: that we all speak the same thing. 
(1 Cor. 1:10.) his is the only way we are 
willing to follow, and we are asking others to 
join us in walking that Scriptural way. 

Tuto. Drerks, S.T.D. 


@® Annual Meeting 

The annual meeting of the C. 1. P. B. was 
held at Trinity Church, Oak Park, Illinois, on 
May 19, 1948. The officers were able to report 
another successful year, in which the Lord had 
given abundant blessing upon the work in every 
department. 


The lditor of the Confessional Lutheran and 
the Secretary of the Bureau reported a wide 
correspondence, indicating the growing influence 
of testimony to the faith of our fathers, both in 
this country and abroad. 

The Treasurer’s report revealed that thou- 
sands of dollars had been put at the disposal of 
the C. L. P. B. during the year. The growing 
number of Contributing and Sustaining member- 
ships, at $5.00 and $10.00 or more per year, is 
bolstering the treasury in these days of inflation. 

The Secretary reported a net increase of over 
50% in the number of C. L. P. B. memberships 
during the year. The Business Manager reported 
a steady increase in the number of paid-up sub- 
scriptions for the Confessional Lutheran. 

An amendment to the constitution was duly 
adopted, allowing for the additional office of 
Second Vice-President. 

Rev. E. T. Lams, D. D.,of Oak Park, Illinois, 
was re-elected President. Rev. A. C. Dahms of 
Chicago, Illinois, and Rey. W. H. McLaughlin of 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, were elected First and 
Second Vice-Presidents, respectively. The Sec- 
retary, Rev. A. V. Kuster of Wanatah, Indiana, 
and the Treasurer, Rev. E. Wiedbusch of Eliza- 
beth, Illinois, were re-elected to their offices. To 
the Board of Directors, Mr. John C. Eich of Chi- 
cago, Illinois, re-elected for three years, and Mr. 
Albert H. Knopp of Chicago, Illinois, was elected 
for two years. Dr. H. O, Lussky of Evanston, 
[linois, remains as a member of the Board; and 
Mrs. Arthur Schulz as bookkeeper. 

The Confessional Lutheran staff remains as 
listed except that Rev. McLaughlin is being added 
to the number of Contributing Editors. 

The officers and staff members request the 
carnest prayers of our readers, that the Savior 
may bless the testimony to His Scriptural truth 
and establish many souls in it. Also, the mport- 
ance of gathering still more C. L. P. B. members 
and readers, and consequent larger contributions 
cannot be over-emphasized, A  re-doubling of 
efforts is indicated. 

A. V. Kuster, Seeretars. 


@® “The Only Synod — ” 

On that fateful page 150 of the Lutheran HWit- 
ness, May 4, 1948, appears not only the unschol- 
arly and misleading “Correction,” but also a very 
brief answer to a simple query, presented under 
the above reading. ; 

The query reads: “Why docs the Missouri 
Synod take the stand that we are the only Luther- 
an Synod that is correct in doctrine?” 

The answer: “The question is incorrectly 
stated. It should read: Why do we of the Mis- 
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sourl Synod more consistently than others pro- 
claim the truths which we confess with all who 
subseribe to the Lutheran Confessions and make 
them operative in the life of the Church? It is 
the note of arrogance lurking even in these terms 
that causes us to sense a danger to the future of 
our Synod as an evangelical body.” 

The question, as will readily be noticed, is 
not answered, but rephrased; and then misgiving 
is expressed regarding the propricty of asking 
the question even in the revised phrasing. Such 
treatment of an honest question does not ring 
true. 

The present writer indeed would also point out 
an inaccuracy in the statement of the question ; 
for the fact of our fellowship relations with the 
other synods of the Synodical Conference (in 
spite of the sometimes arrogant treatment which 
some of them have received in the Lutheran Wit- 
ness) and with Lutheran church-bodies of pure 
confession in Europe and Australia indicates that 
we do not “take the stand that we are the only 
Lutheran Synod that is correct in doctrine.” 
Yet, after calling attention to these fellowship 
relations, [ should answer the question as to why 
the doctrine of our synod and its sister-synods is 
the only correct one, by gratefully acknowledging 
the grace of God in bestowing and maintaining 
among us a public doctrinal position which is in 
complete accord with His holy Word, as suc- 
cinetly affirmed in our Brief Statement, adopted 
in 1932 and reaffirmed in 1947, 

If anyone holds only a mere personal or human 
conviction of the correctness of this doctrinal 
position, he might indeed feel misgivings concern- 
ing the “arrogance” of asserting that this and 
none other is Scriptural doctrine or of regarding 
as less “consistent” Lutherans those who reject 
this position or accept it only with reservations. 
3ut where the Holy Ghost through the Word of 
God has produced a divine assurance that the 
doctrines we confess are God’s own truth, there 
can be, no hesitation in acknowledging such doc- 
trine as a sacred trust bestowed without any 
merif or worthiness on our part by an immeas- 
urably gracious heavenly Father. (Cf. Mueller, 
Christian Dogiatics, p. 70.) 

In this case not the mere outward acceptance 
of, and subscription to, an orthodox creed, but the 
actual confession of Biblical doctrine and rejec- 
tion of the contrary error, especially in public 
doctrinal formulations, will decide for us whom 
we may recognize as fellow-confessors of the 
truths taught in the Lutheran Confessions, 

The weakening of this’ “spirit of child-like 
simplicity which takes the Father in heaven by 
His words” (Walther, Law and Gospel, p. 166), 
and then “earnestly contends for the faith which 


was once delivered unto the saints” (Jude 3), is 
responsible for much blurring of the clear lines 
between truth and error, truth becoming merely 
a more consistent proclamation or practical ap- 
plication of the church’s beliefs and error a mere 
failure in sharply expressing or consistently ap- 
plying the truth which one holds in his heart, 

Vhe fact that “all Lutheran churches observe 
the same form of worship and accept the Luther- 
an catechism which includes the Apostles’ Creed 
and other baste doctrines” (from a newspaper re- 
port of an interview with a signer of the Chicago 
Statement) bulks very large on the horizon of ex- 
ternal resemblances, and the lack of “complete 
agreement in details of doctrine and practice,” 
cte., ig minimized until it” becomes no hindrance 
to fellowship. 

In a contrasted spirit of childlike simplicity 
Dr. Franz Pieper once answered a student who 
inquired as to our attitude over against a church 
which sincerely and wholeheartedly accepts the 
Apostles’ Creed but errs in other points of doc- 
trine, Dr. Pieper declared: “That is an impos- 
sible situation. A church which sincerely and 
wholeheartedly accepts the Apostles’ Creed will 
not err in any point of doctrine.” The answer 
appeared startling to the inquirer and to the rest 
of us at the time. Yet the more I have thought 
of that answer in the ensuing years the more 
convinced T have become of its correctness. A 
church which holds a Romanizing conception of 
the Church and the Ministry, for mstance, may 
constantly repeat the words of the Apostles’ Creed, 
“the holy Christian Church, the communion of 
saints”; yet they are reading into these words a 
foreign conception, not of Scriptural origin, which 
the words themselves will not bear; they are not 
confessing the words of the Creed as they stand. 
And certainly a Synod which cannot accept with- 
out reservation the articles “Of Conversion” and 
“Of the Election of Grace” in the “Brief State- 
ment of the Doctrinal Position of the Missourt 
Synod,” though it may subscribe to the “Pormula 
of Concord,” does not actually confess’ the doc- 
trine of the Eleventh Article of that Contession. 

Yes, the Missouri Synod does take the stand 
that the doctrine confessed by us and our sister 
synods is the only correct once, And we take 
this stand because we appreciate what God has 
given us. This gives us not the slightest reason 
for exalting ourselves above others. If the dloc- 
trine were ours (and therefore false) we would 
be entitled to any “credit” that the skill fulness 
of its formulation and its agreement with human 
reason and scientific method might seem to merit; 
hut since it is God’s (and therefore true), be- 
stowed in unutterable mercy upon us unworthy 
sinners, who do not prize it nearly as highly no! 
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guard it as jealously as we should, — to God 
alone be glory! 1 Corinthians 4, 7, 
Watiace H. McLaucuuin, M.S.T. 


& Inductive Unionism 


lévery well informed teacher knows that there 
are fundamentally two methods of imparting the 
knowledge that one wishes to impart to others 
with a view of getting them to accept one’s own 
opinions and to put them into practice, or to 
strengthen in these. 

In the first of these two methods one begins 
by setting up a (right or wrong) principle or 
sets of principles, and then applies them to a 
given sttuation, deducing various truths or un- 
truths from them and reenforcing these by argu- 
ment, example, illustration, and the like. This 
is the deductive method. 

On the other hand, one may begin with ex- 
amples, illustration, and the like, and from these 
lead up to a general principle which one wishes to 
see accepted. This is known as the inductive 
method, 

Th the union movement, as it has affected the 
Missouri Synod, the deductive method has failed 
miserably. Advocates of a false union have pro- 
posed and made propaganda for one set of prin- 
ciples after another looking toward union be- 
tween the Missouri Synod and other Lutherans 
not now in fellowship with it because of differ- 
ences in doctrine and practice, only to see them 
rejected, discarded, or withdrawn. Such has 
been the fate of the Chicago Theses of 1929, the 
St. Louis Resolutions of 1938, the Doctrinal 
Affirmation of 1944, and the Chicago Statement 
of 1945, 

More recently, advocates of false union in our 
midst have turned more and more to the inductive 
method for the accomplishment of their purpose. 
Spearheaded by the Littheran Witness, they are 
holding up ever multiplying examples of the prac- 
tice of unionism by men in our midst as though 
these were quite the thing. Once such examples 
of unionism are tolerated in our midst it should 
he a relatively easy thing to gain eventual accept- 
ance of the false principles on which they rest, 
which has not proved so casy otherwise. Indeed, 
the acceptance of such principles will have to 
follow if advocates of false union are permitted 
to continue the practice of unionism undisturbed 
by responsible officials — unless synod itself calls 

halt to this nefarious business when it again 
assembles in convention to carry out the purposes 
for which it was established, among which is “a 
united defense against schism and sectarianism 
(Romans 16, 17).” 


What are you doing to help halt the unionism 
that is already rampant in our midst? 


TH. Buraporr. 


® The Virus of Neo-Lutheranism 
Within the Missouri Syned 
The Birth of Neo-Lutheranism 


During the last century many Lutheran theo- 
logians of Germany, influenced hy the evolution 
theory, felt that the Lutheran doctrine of the 
Church needed further development. As Luther- 
ans they did not quite dare to reject the words 
of the Apostolic Creed, that the Church is the 
Communion of Saints; they agreed that the 
Church is the congregation of true believers, Dut 
they imagined that the use of the means of grace 
must be included when defining the essence of 
the Church, — that is, when wishing to say what 
the Church really is. As a result these “confes- 
sional” neo-Lutherans spoke of a visible-invisible 
Church and maintained that the use of the means 
of grace constitutes the “visible side” of the in- 
visible Church. ; 


Resultant Theological Monstrosities 

We do not have the space here to discuss 
the various theological monstrosities which de- 
veloped from this false doctrine of the Chureh. 
Some neo-Lutherans spoke of the Church as the 
visible body of Christ and claimed that the 
Church in the strict sense of the word included all 
those who profess the Christian faith, both true 
believers and hypocrites. Others maintained that all 
those who use the means of grace, all who in any 
manner come in contact with the external institu- 
tion of the Church, are members of the Com- 
munion of Saints. Delitzsch, for example, held 
that whoever is baptized and partakes of the 
Lord’s Supper, even though he be a Unitarian 
or even an adulterer, is a member of the body 
of Christ (in the latter cases “dead”? membe Ny 
This thought later developed into the further 
doctrinal monstrosity that in the Lord’s Supper 
there is a physical effect, that by eating and drink- 
ing Christ’s Body and Blood the seed of the 
resurrection body is implanted in us. (In this 
connection we may add that the American Luther- 
an, March, 1948, concocted the crassest theo- 
logical monstrosity ever heard of within Lutheran 
circles, when it declared that in the Lord’s Sup- 
per we become the Body of Christ not only ac- 
cording to the soul but also according to the physi- 
cal hody, In other words, we become what we 
eat. We shall treat of this monstrosity on an- 
other occasion.) 
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A Prolific Mother of Many “Isms” 

Actually, in the false doctrine of the “visible 
side” of the invisible Church, we have the incep- 
tion ov beginnings of papism, bureaucratism, 
sacerdotalism, sacramentarianism, millennialism, 
social-gospelism, legalism, fundamentalism, indif- 
ferentism, unionism, and many other “isms” now 
plaguing the Lutheran Church. We shall con- 
fine ourselves at present, however, to the manner 
in which this “ism” has affected the doctrine of 
the Church itself. 


Neo-Lutheranism in the 
American Lutheran Church 

In America the virus of neo-Lutheranism in 
the doctrine of the Church first made its appear- 
ance in the controversy between Missouri and 
Buffalo. Grabau, founder and leader of the 
Buffalo Synod who wanted to be a Lutheran 
pope, held that the Church is visible and that the 
Lutheran Church is that Church outside of which 
there is no salvation. 


Iowa and Ohio 


Due to the neo-Lutheranism of Loche (it was 
because of his peculiar doctrine of the Church 
and the Ministry that Loehe finally broke off 
relations with Missouri) the Iowa Synod was 
from the very beginning infected by this virus. 
Iowa has always insisted that the invisible Church 
is at the same time visible. Word and Sacrament 
are visible, and these means of grace, as it 
claimed, belong to the essence of the Church and 
must be included when defining what the Church 
is, 

Ohio was originally not infected by this virus, 
but due to its efforts to unite with Lowa, it grad- 
ually also succumbed to the infection. In the 
Michigan Theses of 1893 the colloquists of Ohio 
and Iowa agreed: “A. The Church in the proper 
sense is the congregation of true believers, 
created and edifying itself through the means of 


grace. LB. As to its essence the Church on earth 
is and remains visible. C. The fellowship of 


thé means of grace is a necessary manifestation 
of the Church and an infallible mark of its ex- 
istence.” Towa was satisfied since the means of 
grace were mentioned under “A” when defining 
what the Church is. But in the Toledo Theses 
of 1908, upon the insistence of Iowa, the phrase 
was added at the end: “And in so far the Church 
in visible.” (On this whole matter cf. Buenger, 
Missouri, Iowa, and Ohio, p. 18; also Confes- 
sional Lutheran, 1941, p. 7ff.) 


Iowa had thus gained the victory over Ohio 
and now Missouri was next in line. 


The First Onslaught on Missouri 


In the Chicago Theses of 1928 Lowa and Ohio 
approached Missouri in two statements. The 
first also mentioned the means of grace in de- 
fining the Church. The second quoted a state- 
ment from the Apology, in which the Iowans had 
always erroneously “found” their peculiar doc- 
trine of the visthle side of the Church. (CE£. 
Buenger, The Confession of the Missouri Synod 
and the Desired Unity of the Lutheran Church, 
1935.) When our synod, in 1926, on the recom- 
mendation of Drs. Pieper, Fuerbringer, and the 
other members of Com. 17 rejected the 1925 ver- 
sion of the Chicago Theses, which was much 
worse than the 1928 version, Dr. Theo. Graebner 
resigned from the Intersynodical Conunittee. 
Dr. Arndt has remained a member of that com- 
mittee to this day. 

In rejecting the Chicago Theses of 1928 the 
Examining Committee declared: “In the article of 
the Church a clear confession that the Church, 
in the true sense of the term, is invisible, was not 
made. The language enables the opponents to 
retain their old doctrine of a visible side of the 
Church.” (Proceedings, 1929, p. 111.) The 
first onslaught on Missouri had failed. 


The Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod 

Three years later the Missouri Synod stated 
its doctrinal position thus : “The Christian Church 
on earth is invisible, Luke 17:20, and will re- 
main invisible till Judgment Day, Col. 3:3.4. 
In our day some Lutherans speak of two sides of 
the Church, taking the means of grace to be its 
‘visible side.’ It is true, the means of grace are 
necessarily related to the Church, seeing that the 
Church in the proper sense of the word consists 
only of believers, Eph. 2: 19-20; Acts 3: 14. Lest 
we abet the notion that the Christian Church in 
the proper sense of the term is an external in- 
stitution, we shall continue to call the means of 
grace the ‘marks’ of the Church. Just as wheat 
is found only where it has been sown, so the 
Church can be found only where the Word of God 
is in use.’ (Par, 25.) 

Let’s Try Again! 

The next onslaught on Missouri was made in 
1938 in the Declaration of the American Luther- 
an Church. The Declaration read: “Tn connec- 
tion with the doctrine of the Church the ques- 
tion debated was whether it was permissible to 
speak of a visible side of the Church when de- 
fining its essence. We declare that to do so is 
not a false doctrine if by this visible side noth- 
ing else is meant than the use of the means of 
grace.” The Declaration also stated that it Mis- 
sour? would among other things declare also this 
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point “not disruptive of church fellowship” the 
A. L. €. was ready to establish fellowship with 
Missouri. (Proceedings, 1938, p. 223, 226.) 


The Virus Takes Hold 


That the virus of neo-Lutheranism had al- 
ready infected Missouri is seen from the answer 
of Committee 16 to the request of the A. L. C. 
“Your committee finds that our synodical fathers 
conceded that the Word and the Sacraments may 
in a certain sense be considered as belonging to 
the essence of the Church. Therefore a differ- 
ence in this point need not be divisive of church- 
fellowship when this expression ‘the visible side 
of the Church’ is understood in the light of our 
Synod’s pronouncement by Walther in Das Bitf- 
falo Colloquium, 1866, p. 9.” 

“Thus a statement by Dr. Walther, which has 
often heen misused by the Jowans in thetr at- 
tempt te prove. that Missouri had given up its 
doctrine of the Church, was now used by Com- 
mittee 16 to prove that the false doctrine which 
Missouri has always regarded as church-divisive 
‘need not be devisive of church fellowship’.” 
(“Committee J6 and the Synodical Fathers,” 
Confessional Lutheran, 1947, p. 45.) 


The Virus is Spread by the 
“Lutheran Witness” 

The virus of neo-Lutheranism continued to 
thrive within the Missouri Synod, duc primarily 
to the efforts of the Lutheran Witness and the 
American Lutheran. Then in 1944 the Luther- 
an HWitiess openly spread the false teaching of 
Missouri's opponents within the Missour1 Synod 
that the Christian Church is “the visible body of 
Christ on earth.’ (Cf. Lutheran Witness, 19-44, 
p. 51.) Somewhat later in the Lutheran TH7itiess, 
1945, p. 278, Dr. Gracbner wrote, “There is a 
spiritual union transcending all organizational 
boundaries.” (this can only refer to the invisible 
Chureh) “which ineludes in a spiritual fellowship 
all those who profess the truth? (Our empha- 
sis.) Our Catechism, Question 182, rightly says 
that the so-called visible Church is the whole num- 
ber of those who “profess the Christian faith, 
but among whom, besides the true Christians, 
there are also hypocrites.” In other words, ac- 
cording tu Dr. Graebner’s words, the spiritual 
union transcending all organizational boundaries 
embraces not only true Christians but also hypo- 
crites. 

This is one of the crassest errors of neo- 
Lutheranism concerning the doctrine of the 
Church: that the only holy Christian Church em- 
braces both believers and hypocrites, all those 
who profess the Christian faith. 


Has the Virus Now Infected the Presidium? 


In the Doctrine of the Church, submitted by 
the President to all pastors of our Synod, we 
read on page 10 these words, “While these pas- 
sages (John 8:31.32; Eph. 4: 3-6) refer to the 
Una Sancta, they apply also to the so-called ‘true 
visible Church,’ whose aim must be to become 
like the Una Sancta or to be the visible manifes- 
lation of the Una Sancta’ (Our emphasis.) 

This is the neo-Lutheran doctrine that there 
can be a “visible manifestation” of the invisible 
Church, [t is but a different expression of the 
“visible side” of the invisible Church. 

A similar expression is found on the same 
page in the words, “It is God’s will that the 
spiritual unity of the ecclesia manifest itself in 
outward fellowship (Teph. 4:3).” 

To cite Eph. 4:3 in connection with that as- 
sertion is a misuse of Seripture. But here we 
also have the very heart and soul of the whole 
unionistic movement, resulting from the false 
doctrine of the Church: the invisible Church is 
to become visible, is to manifest itself by outward 
fellowship. 

This is also the false premise from which.all 
unionistic prayer-fellowship flows: since I am 
spiritually united with all believers, also with 
those found in heterodox communions, therefore, 
it is claimed, I not only may, but must, pray with 
heterodox Christians. ; 

In an anonymous “Notes on Prayer-Fellow- 
ship,” read a number of years ago before the 
Western Pastoral Conference of the Central Ilh- 
nois District, we read: “Christians being the 
children of God and as such fellow-members of 
God's spiritual family, have the privilege, and 
under certain conditions even the duty to pray 
together. This is one of the prerogatives and 
functions as members of the communion of 
saints, an expression of that spiritual fellowship 
established by faith in God through the merits of 
Jesus Christ, and by such faith alone.” 


Are There Signs of Recovery? 

At the end of the first century of its existence 
Missourt has been found grievously ill due to the 
virus of neo-Lutheranism. But thanks be to God, 
a reaction is setting in. Voices are rising in the 
East and in the West, in the North and in the 
South, testifying to the truth of God’s Word. 
Will they prevail? 

Verbuim Dei iincit. 
quers.” 

If we cling to the Word of God and testify 
to its truth in season and out of season, then by 
the grace of God we can yet hope to overcome the 
virus of neo-Lutheranism in our midst, so that 
our Synod may continue to flourish and prosper 


“The Word of God con- 


eu 


ea 
Pot 


102 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


to the glory of God and the welfare of many 
souls, 
God grant this! 
Tuo. Drerxs, $. T.D. 


& What Is Charity? 

What is charity? Truc, genuine, Christian 
charity is not a maudlin sentiment which yields 
to the neighbor even in such things as are against 
God and his own good, Such pliancy or facility 
does not deserve even the name of good nature. 
Love of the right kind rather requires that we 
warn and reprove our erring neighbor. The 
Law says: “Thou shalt not hate thy brother in 
thy heart: thou shalt in any wise rebuke thy 
neighbor, and not suffer sin upon him,” Lev. 
19, 17. To withhold such reproof is sin against 
love, a practical hating of the erring brother. 
True love will not suffer him to continue blindly 
in error. It secks to lead him to the knowledge 
of the truth. St. James says: ‘Brethren, if any 
of you do err from the truth, and one convert 
him; let him know, that he which converteth the 
sinner from ‘the error of his way shall save a 
soul from death.” (Ch. 5, 19, 20.) 

C. F. Drewes, in Theo. Quarterly, 
X, p. 199, 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


News Account Not Correct 

Under this heading the church bulletin of 
Bethel Lutheran Church (Missouri Synod) Glen- 
shaw, Pennsylvania, the Rev. H. D. Mensing, 
pastor, reads: “The Sun-Telegraph of last 
Saturday, March 13, in a two-column article, 
represents the Rev. A. F. Brunn of St. Andrew’s 
Lutheran Church (member of our Synod) as 
saying that there are no basic doctrinal differ- 
ences standing between our unity with the other 
‘Lutheran’ bodies of America, the U. L. C. and 
A. L. C.,, but only ‘the practical... application of 
the church’s beliefs.” The article concludes: ‘In 
working toward Christian unity the clergyman 
affirmed: “We Lutherans must try to get the 
other fellow’s viewpoint. We have tended to hold 
ourselves aloof”, 

“This is not a true presentation of facts, and 
is misleading both to our own people and those 
without our chureh; for it would be a sin for us 
not to unite and to hold ourselves aloof from 
other Christians if we were completely united in 
doctrines of Scripture. (1 Cor. 3; Eph. 4; etc.) 
What still hinders Lutheran unity should be 


clearly and correctly understood by all our people. 
It is that the other ‘Lutheran’ bodies do not 
unanimously accept with us the Verbal Inspira- 
tion of the Bible, and also teach and practice 
contrary to clear Scripture in certain other points 
of doctrine. When this is the case, the same 
God who tells us to be united in one faith, on the 
basis of His Word, commands us: ‘Avoid thew! 
(Romans 16, 17 and 18.) (See our Catechism. 
page 137.) 

“We are therefore not to ‘get the other fel- 
low’s viewpoint,’ but keep aloof from it. There 
is only one correct viewpoint in spiritual things, 
— God’s viewpoint or better, God’s teaching. 
There is only one God-pleasing kind of unity, for 
which we should indeed work and pray: unity 19 
faith, in the entire doctrine of Scripture. We 
quote the official position of our Synod from the 
Proceedings of our last summer’s convention: 
‘That no action be taken by any of our pastors 
or congregations which would overlook the fact 
that we are not vel united’ (Proceedings, page 


520.)” 


A Fine Testimony 

The above account is a fine piece of testimony: 
Judging from the newspaper article in question, 
which is on the desk before us, we would say that 
Brother Mensing’s correction is mild, but alto- 
gether to the point. 

The problem of union propaganda has become 
critical. The vast majority of Missouri Synod 
pastors do not want their members to he mm 
fluenced by the specious argument for a mere 
“basic” union which is supposed to he made 
necessary hy world crises of various sorts. An 
yet the pastors are finding it incréasingly difficult 
to get protection for their flocks and themselves 
against this propaganda. The only solution left 
to our pastors seems to he this, that they them 
selves speak out in unmistakable terms and that 
the congregations stand behind them. The de- 
mand must be for adherence to the Scriptural T¢ 
quirements for unity, against “forcing the issue 
by fraternizing with the heterodox-Lutheran® 
and others. The insistence must be firm anc 
forthright, that “no action is to be taken by any 
of our pastors or congregations which ignores the 
fact that we are not yet united.” 

This brotherly request is bemg by-passed. 
Lest anyone should think that this is a matt! 
of little significance, we continue the subject © 
our last two installments. 


The New Camaraderie, Continued 

The Lutheran (June 16, 1948, p. 11), news 
organ of the United Lutheran Church, reports: 
“The Maryland Synod Brotherhood conventio® 
held May 24, included on its prograth . . . Hot. 
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J. W. Boehne, M. L. C., on ‘Manpower of the 


Lutheran Church in Action through United 
Efforts” American Lutheran Church and 


United Lutheran Church laymen also were on 
the program. 

A Missouri Synod pastor (signer of “A State- 
ment”), and another Missouri Synod layman, are 
mentioned in a news item of the Ohio District of 
the American Lutheran Chureh (Lutheran 
Standard, January 24, 1948, p. 12): “Dr. EL FP. 
Wind, Buffalo, New York, has accepted the in- 
vitation of the executive committee to be guest 
speaker at the next Ohio District convention. 
He will give three lectures on ‘Christian Citizen- 
ship” Mr. W. C. Dickmeyer, of Fort Wayne, 
has aceepted the invitation to be speaker and 
leader of discussion in the lay delegates’ group 
meeting.” His topic was Jater announced to be: 
“Think, Christian Men, Think!’ 

Witnessing for the “Ecumenical Movement” 

Dr. N. Astrup (Larsen, prominent spokesman 
for the element within the (Norwegian Merger) 
“Evangelical Lutheran Church’ which is urging 
membership for that body in the unionistic World 
Council of Churches, defends his position in the 
Lutheran Herald of April 27, 1948, p. 430. He 
comes to speak of the Missouri Synod and says, 
among other things: “TI believe the isolationism 
which still characterizes the majority within that 
synod, is wrong, and T do not apologize for the 
question I raised, 

“It is, however, an encouraging sign, tha 
many of the outstanding men of the Missouri 
Synod are definitely leading in the direction of a 
different attitude, not only toward fellow Luther- 
ans, but also toward the Ecumenical Movement. 
Many readers of Lutheran Flerald are also read- 
ers of the American Lutheran. This is not an 
official organ of the Missouri Synod, but with 
men like O. A. Geiseman, O. P. Kretzmann, Fred 
H. Lindemann on its editorial board, it definitely 
reflects the thinking of a growing group of Mis- 
souri leaders. . Commending also ‘the evan- 
gelical and confessional stand taken by Lutheran 
representatives from all countries of the globe’ 
at the Limd convention, the editorial suggests 
that ‘this ought to draw us (Missouri) closer to 
the Lutheran World Federation’ And not only 
that, but the editorial closes with this ringing sen- 
tence: ‘Fivangelical Lutheranism will bear qwilncss 
for Christ at Amsterdam. Will Missouri’s voice 
be silent???” 

Concerning the vagaries of the Lutheran 
World Federation at Lund we have reported 
some time ago. (Confessional Lutheran, 1947, 
p. 93-95.) And about a year ago we wrote that 


itis “no longer just Lutheran wnion that is in 
question.” 


Another Editors’ Meeting 

Reporting on the Associated Church Press 
convention including “over 100 church papers” 
and attended by “Protestants of all shades and 
descriptions,” Editor Schramni (ALC) writes in 
the Lutheran Standard (April 24, 1948, p. 10): 
“Of course, we Lutherans have our own Man- 
agers’ and Lditors’ Association, in which there is 
a much closer bond of union than in the Agsso- 
ciated Church Press. But Lutherans have ceased 
being isolationists. At this year’s A. C. P. con- 
vention seven Lutheran editors were present 
(Polack of the Lutheran Witness, Kilausler of the 
Walther League Messenger, Wittrock of the 
American Lutheran, Rulf of the Lutheran, Mal- 
min of the Lutheran Herald, Jensen of the 
dAlnsyar Lutheran, and myscit).” 


Cui Bono? 

What good is it doing? Is the new camara- 
derie of Missourian Statemeéntarians with the 
N. L. C. constituents accomplishing anything of 
good consequence in the church? 

To be specific: Where, in all the incidents we 
have reported (Cf. April and July issues), and 
other similar cases, was the distinctive Scriptural 
position of the Missouri Synod upheld? Where 
were specific “contributions” made, such as pure 
testimony on the verbal inspiration of the Bible 
and over against its deniat by other Lutherans, 
or the Scriptural defense of the doctrines of con- 
version or the last things, over against the 
vagaries prevalent among the other Lutherans’? 
Where was some one won over to a position of 
real opposition to wun-Christian secret orders? 
Where was anyone strengthened in his opposition 
to religious untonism? Tt is rather to be judged 
that the new camaraderie represents defeatism 
within the Missouri Synod. There is an effemi- 
nate tone to the whole business. And we have 
here a reason why so many folks in the other 
bodies are becoming less and less inclined to study 
and accept Missouri's position. 

Secondly, where can it be shown that souls 
were saved by means of all this fraternization? 
Statementarians like to represent their movement 
as an attempt to unfetter a shackled Gospel, to 
give it free course. Now where, in all these in- 
stances of “forcing the issue” through inter- 
ehurch fraternization, can one find a particle of 
that mighty unlogsing of the Gospel to the 
heathen, concerning which there is so much prat- 
ing? As far as soul-saving is concerned, the 
activities of the new camaraderie are a waste of 
time. Leven as a piece of grandiose shownman- 
ship, they are a fiasco, 
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World Council Drive in E. L. C. Fizzles 

In spite of the high-powered drive of many in 
the (Norwegian merger) “Evangelical Lutheran 
Church” to have that body join the World Coun- 
cil of Churches, the move was voted down at the 
recent E. L. C. convention, 872 to 546. Ieditor 
Malmin of the Lutheran Herald and President 
Aasgaard were among those who favored W. C. 
C, membership. The decision will he viewed as 
a surprising upset in many circles. We. shall 
withhold comment now, except to say one thing: 
The tnionistic slogan that the Lutheran “voice” 
must be heard in the W. C. C. (cf. American 
Lutheran quotation above) does not always mis- 
lead even the less wary, 


Lutherans in World Council 

Most of the Lutheran bodies of America 
seem to have taken a definite position with re- 
gard to the World Council of Churches. The 
present line-up will probably obtain at least until 
after the W. C. C. meeting at Amsterdam this 
year. The United Lutheran Church and, among 
the bodies comprising the American Lutheran 
Conference, the American Lutheran Church and 
the Augustana Synod, as well as the (independ- 
ent) Danish, Evangelical Lutheran Church in 
America, have joined the W. C. C. The (Nor- 
wegian merger) “Evangelical Lutheran Church” 
and the Lutheran Free Church have voted to stay 
out. Synodical Conference Lutherans have not 
officially considered the matter, and have stayed 
out. 

How do the people who have joined really 
feel about it? A couple of examples will prove 
interesting. A book reviewer for the U..L. C. 
Lutheran (April 7, 1948, p. 31) observes: “The 
crisis of our: time presents to Christianity tre- 
mendous obligations which shatter any isolated 
provincialism toward which we might have been 
tempted. All of us are united in that agreement. 
What has not been determined is how we shall 
act, in what ways we shall act, and with whom.” 
After describing the proposed Amsterdam meet- 
ing, he remarks, ominously: “Most of all, we 
Lutherans will have upon us a fearsome respon- 
sibility, for a large number of delegates will call 
themselves by this denominational name. Much 
of that which happens at Amsterdam must then 
be charged to our group.” 

A writer on the correspondence page of the 
Lutheran Standard (A. L. C.) of May 8, 1948, 
p. 3, has awakened to the fact that his church 
is in the W. C. C., and doesn’t like it. He has 
many pointed things to say, among them these: 
“Your justification of our embracing the World 
Council and cooperating in its program because 
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‘Lutherans have a contribution to make to it’ is 
naive. If this age-old fallacy were correct, then 
Christ was wrong in not admonishing His follow 
ers to apply for membership in the Sanhedhin 
(organized religion of that day) for the ‘cen 
tribution’ they could make to it on a ‘confessional 
basis. Perhaps that would have made a Pene- 
cost unnecessary ?” 
A. V. Kuster. 


@® What Our Readers Say 


“Tevery number of the Confessional Luthergy 
fills my heart with joy and dismay. It 45 
humiliating to see that after 100 years of faiip. 
ful testimony to the truth on the part of our dey 
Missouri Synod, Satan has at last succeeded jp 
raising up out of our own midst false brethtey 
who are inclined to give away the precious tre. 
ure of the pure doctrine of God’s Word, whic, 
was handed down to us from our spiritual fathi< 
by the founders of Synod; false brethren who i. 
joining hands with the enemies whom our fathi,; 
fought against; false brethren who are betrayins 
Christ and His Church like Judas for tempo,q).' 
advantage. They do not intend to bring abow. 
union in the truth, but a union for the sake’ 
establishing a numerous and outwardly pow, : 
ful church, as if our strength were in numbe, ° 
On the other hand I note with great joy that ie 
spirit of the fathers is still alive. May God STi: 
that the great majority of pastors and congrey 
tions join your ranks, and that, if this be nec - 
sary, those who do not belong to us go out fr" 
us. I tremble to think that Synod should no long 
have the spiritual strength to cut off the dang." 
ous leaven before the whole lump 1s contaminat’’ 
I wish you God’s richest blessing and success fre" 
all my heart.” Pastor in France. am 
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© Theological Students Decline 
Membership In Seminarian 
Association 
The students of Concordia Seminary in St. 
Louis have joined the Association of Lutheran 
Seminarians. The claim is made that no unionism 
IS practised with the students of the American 
Lutheran Church despite the fact that we are 
not in doctrinal agreement with their church body. 
Even our officials must have their “misgivings” 
regarding the attendance of our students at meet- 
Ings of- the association on the campus of other 
Lutheran seminaries. 
Now comes the information that a meeting 
was held in April at Thiensville, Wisconsin, at- 
tended by students representing “St. Louis and 


Springfield, Mankato and Thiensville. After 
thorough discussion pro and con, the students of 
Springfield have declined to join the Seminarian 
Association. We take it that Thiensville and 
Mankato students have likewise declined member- 
ship in the organization. It is refreshing to learn 
that many of our students who are the future 
pastors of our churches are hewing to the line in 
avoiding entangling alliances and not, permitting 
themselves to be jockeyed into a position com- 
promising their confessional stand and_ practise 
required by the Scriptures. Ever since 1938 our 
Synod has warned against any overt acts in prac- 
tise of fellowship with the American Lutheran 
Church until doctrinal unity has been definitely 
established. As late as January of this year the 
President of Synod has publicly declared that “we 
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cannot honestly declare that full agreement has 
been reached,” which rules out any fellowship in 
the pulpit, at the altar, and in joint prayer. Pas- 
tors should honor this position of our Synod, and 
certainly students should he guided along the 
same line. 

We know that there are students in the St. 
Louis seminary who do not approve of mem- 
bership in the seminarian organization, but their 
objections go unheeded in the face of faculty ad- 
visors’ approval. Now we must appreciate that 
the Springfield students have reported their re- 
fusal of membership to the St. Louis students, 
and we may assume that their position has full 
faculty approval. 

Lack of space prevents full discussion of their 
reasons for refusing to joi the seminarians, but 
a brief summary of their position is interesting 
and hearteriing to men who are fighting the threat 
of unionism which endangers Missouri’s old posi- 
tion. The Springfield students refused to join 


‘logical Seminary, St. Louis. 


the Association of Lutheran Seminarians, be- 
cause they considered one of the purposes, “to 
encourage the spiritual life of Lutheran Semi- 
narians,” definitely unionistic; services at meet- 
ings, though not an integral part of the program, 
were conducted as joint services and therefore 
unionism ; the practise of prayer fellowship, while 
Synod had requested study of the problem, was 
looked upon as “anticipated” action and therefore 
ill-advised; such close association: of students 
would cause confusion in the minds of Synod’s 
members; intimate fraternization with students 
not of our fellowship could not be wholesome in 
view of our prayers “Lead us not into tempta- 
tion”; and the law of love demands that students 
of our own seminary should have consulted with 
our other seminaries before entering into, assocta- 
tion with students of unorthodox seminaries. 

Our Springfield students have acted wisely 
and well, and they have spoken clearly in taking 
a firm and decided stand in agreement with the 
Brief Statement, wherein our Synod has laid 
down its position on unionism according to the 
Scriptures and which we are in honor bound to 
uphold today. No pastor or student, no professor 
or layman of our Synod should engage in the 
practise of fellowship with other Lutheran 
groups and challenge discipline by our officials 
until the Synod has come to agreement with those 
hodies with regard to doctrine and practise. 

A. C. DauMs. 


© Dr. Eugen Gerstenmaier and 
Bad Boll 


With the growth of the union movement, also 
among Lutherans, since the war, we have heard 
and read quite a bit about European theologians 
who are in the foreground of things, especially 


of the Lutheran World Federation and the World ' 


Council of Churches. Not a few of these have 
been brought to America for briefer or longer 
visits, and in some instances they have also been 
guests at the Missouri Synod’s Concordia Theo- 
Among these is Dr. 
Iugen Gerstenmaier. 

Dr. Gerstenmaier is a professed Lutheran who 


grew up in the Reformed Landeskirche. He is 
at the head of the German Hilfswerk. He was 


one of the first men whom Dr. J. W. Behnken 


-met on his first visit to Germany after the war 


and the one to whom the latter gave the first 
$100,000.00 of relief money from the Missouri 
Synod. Early in 1948 Dr. Gerstenmaicr came 
to the United States under the auspices of the 
Emergency Planning Council of the Missourl 
Synod and met with representatives of various 
church bodies, before whom he also spoke. He 
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helped to make arrangements for “seminars” led 
by several Missouri Synod professors and _ offi- 
cials together with European theologians at a 
German resort, Bad Boll, near Stuttgart, during 
the summer of 1948. 

It is but natural to ask, What is the theo- 
logical confession of this man? Such a ques- 
tion can best be answered by himself. We are 
therefore bringing to the attention of our readers 
in this issue of our journal a radio address broad- 
cast by this churchman in his homeland and pub- 
lished in 1947. The translation from the German 
and the footnotes are the work of Dr. T. C. Ap- 
pelt of our Concordia Teacher’s College at River 
Forest, Illinois, to whom we are indebted for his 
labor. 

We cannot forego calling attention to the un- 
bounded (and unwarranted) enthusiasm of Dr. 
Gerstenmaier for the views and work of the de- 
ceased, crass modernistic Swedish archbishop, 
Nathan Soederblom, and for the current 
“ecumenic movement” and the World Council of 
Churches. Aside from this brief observation we 
shall reserve comment on Dr, Gerstenmaier’s pub- 
lished radio address for some future occasion. 

Can such men be won for full confession of 
the truth as it is revealed in Holy Scripture and 
proclaimed in the symbols of the Lutheran 
Church? Is the right method being used in try- 
ing to achieve this? These are questions the 
answer to which we have a right and the duty to 
know and to which we are looking forward with 
consecrated Christian interest. 

We want no concession to error, and we want 
a full, fearless testimony to the truth, particularly 
such truth as is in dispute. That is the only 
way in which, under God, the erring may be won 
and true, lasting peace established between 
churchmen and churches. 

Have the “seminars” at Bad Boll been calcu- 
lated to achieve such an end? From such re- 
ports as come to us we must seek the answer to 
that question. 

P. H. Bureporr. 


® Worldprotestantism 


(The first of two radio talks broadcast by Ober- 
konsistorialrat Dr. Eugen Gerstenmaier in 1947, Pub- 
lished by special permission of the Informations Control 
Division Publications Branch.) 

Translated by Prof. T. C. Appelt, Ph. D. 
River Forest, Illinois 


I 
One of the century-old historical realities the 
extent of which has become a matter of public 
cognizance only a few decades ago, is world- 


protestantism. Compared with the firmly organ- 
ized representative unity of the Roman Catholic 
Church, protestantism appears to both those on 
the outside and those on the inside as an almost 
unsurveyable plurality of autonomous _ state- 
churches and free-churches, groups, and move- 
ments whose religious, ecclesiastical or theological 
tenets are so heterogenous that a characterization 
of them as a group appeared impossible not so 
much by the positive setting forth of the tencts 
held in common, !) as rather by the common re- 
jection of basic principles of the Roman Catholic 
Church. The current understanding of protest- 
antism as a position of protesting against some- 
thing has overshadowed, down to our day, the 
native, literal meaning of the word protestari as 
hearing testimony of, taking a position in favor 
of, something. #) The protestant churches, 
however, have maintained and deepened this 
concept. *) In doing so they were guided by the 
realization that no one, least of all a church or a 
community, is able to subsist on mere contradic- 
tion. 

The first attempt on a large scale to make the 
modern world conscious of the fact that beside the 
century-old intellectual and organizational soli- 
darity of the Roman Catholic Church, protestant- 
ism, in spite of all differences, is a real Christian 
unity +) was made by Nathan Soederblom. 

Since the day that this great [uropean, 
Swedish Lutheran, professor of theology in Leip- 
zig and archbishop of Upsala, in the years fol- 
lowing the first world war, called upon the 
churches of the world to come out of their en- 
tanglement in theological reflections and world- 
shy isolation and introspection, and as one great 


communion *) to fight in the modern world for ° 


the realization of Christian knowledge and Chris- 
tian life, since that day worldprotestantism from 
a negative and abstract concept has become a posi- 
tive concept of reality. Soederblom was con- 
cerned about two things: 


1) Selbstverstindnis (i, ¢., as they themselves under- 
stand them), 


The word Protestant dates from 1529, used as 
Verwahrung der der Reformation ergebenen 
Stdnde gegen den . Mehrheitsbeschluss threr 
katholischen Misténde, in other words as a protest 
against something; protestieren in the meaning of 
protest against something dates from 1456 ; 
Protestation in the meaning of a protest, against 
something dates from 1445. See Fr. L. K. Weig- 
and, Deutsches Warterbuch, ed. Herman Hirt, 1910. 


tz 
A 


’) The concept of protestantism being a position of 
positive testimony, not against, but in favor of, 
something, 


4) eine cinheitliche christliche Wirklichkeit, 


3) Gemeinschaft. 
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1) to bring out and make visible the unity °) 
of the Christian church which transcends 
all boundaries, confessional and national ; 
to assert ') and put to the test *) this 
unity in the realization of Christian prin- 
ciples in public life — in politics as well 
as in economics and education. 

The united participation of all Christendom in 
the construction of the world °) — that, in a word, 
was the watchword by which Soederblom rallied 
the churches. To this day this objective is valid. 
Mere emphatically, indeed, than twenty-five years 
ago is this objective the expression of what today 
is a deeply moving force in the protestant churches 
of the world and of the direction in which this 
activity is beginning more than ever to turn. It 
was one of those bitter experiences which must be 
borne that the Roman Catholic Chtirch did not 
join this union movement of the churches. How- 
ever, the orthodox churches of the East took part 
in it to a degree commensurate with their ability 
and peculiar position, as did also the Anglican 
Church, neither of which can properly be termed 
protestant, and the Old-Catholics. This union 
of life and action of the’ Christian churches we 
call the ecumenic movement. The protestant 
churches, i. e., those which are the result of the 
Reformation, are only a part of it. Since the 
World Conferences of Churches, called to Stock- 
holm by Archbishop Soederblom in 1925, the 
ecumenic movement has constantly grown. The 
second world war was not able to stop this growth; 
on the contrary, it has strengthened and deepened 
it. With few exceptions, the solidarity of Chris- 

- tianity has not been destroyed through this war 
and its terrible consequences; on the contrary, it 
has come through the struggle in spite of severe 
difficulties. Thereby it has gained energies which 
it sorely needs for the practical realization *°) 
of its aims which it cannot relinquish in the con- 
struction of the post-war world, in the political 
crises of the present and the future. Gratefully 
one may add that with respect to German terri- 
tory the actual solidarity of the churches extends 
farther than ‘the present World Council of 
Churches. The Council is the highest represen- 
tative and executive body of the churches united 
in the ecumenic movement. On German soil in 
particular this factual solidarity extends far 
across to the Roman Catholic Church without 
German Catholicism relinquishing its strict ad- 
herence to the fundamental position assumed by 


6) Einheit. 

1) die Behauptung. 

8) die Bewihrung. 

®) Emphasized in the original. 
10) die praktische Bewahrung. 


the Vatican with respect to the ecumenic moye- 
ment as such. 


II 


It would be wrong to assume that the soli- 
darity of the churches in the ecumenic movement 
results from ignorance regarding their own indi- 
vidual confessions. Perhaps one may say that 
theological reflection as predominantly intellectual 
activity within the churches has retreated behind 
something more essential. But one may certainly 
not say that the movement for union among the 
churches has put an end to the consciousness of 
confessional separateness, or that it were about 
to put an end to it. It is correct to say that it *) 
is bridged over '*) by the truth to which all Chris- 
tian denominations firmly hold, namely, that the 
church of Jesus Christ is one church, indivisibly 
united 1*) and whole, transcending all dogmatic, 
historical, cultural, and national fixations. 


In the various periods of its development the 
movement of the churches for union has resolved 
at times more about the one, and at other times 
more about the other pole of its objective. *) 
Nathan Soederblom confronted the churches with 
the problems and needs of the world after the 
first world war. He saw the responsibility of 
Christianity toward the world and did not tire of 
calling upon the churches to bring about a real 
solidarity of practical action. In life and in com 
mon work the solidarity of the Christian churches 
was to become manifest, the solidarity which could 
not be achieved in the sphere of theology and doc- 
trine, of conviction and creeds. Thereby Soe- 
derblom has shown, not only to European Chris- 
tendom, but to the Christendom of the world. 


the way to its ecumenic development. It was to 


be foreseen that thereby the basic questions of 
Christian faith and thought were not silenced 
among the churches, especially in the Western 
countries **) with their deeply cut furrows made 
by cultural changes and the events of church his- 
tory. A number of years of the ecumenic de- 
velopment in our age were characterized by the 
attempts to bring about a methodical and substan- 
tial *°) common understanding in matters of faith 
and of the form ™) of the church. 


11) 1. e., this consciousness of confessional separateness. | 
12) jiberwlbt wird. 

18) etme untetlbar einige und ganze. 

M4) Thematik. 

13) Abendland. 

18) substantieli (fundamental ?). 


Gestalt. 
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III 


The present objective of the churches uniting 
in the World Council of Churches is characterized 
by their intensively advocated solidarity. There 
is an express need of having this solidarity mani- 
fest itself in a far-flung, practical manner, pointed 
to the need of the present day. We are deeply 
grateful for this help. The chasm between the 
commands of the New Testament and our Chris- 
tianity **) is, indeed, so great that it puts us to 
shame, and it will never be closed; but one may 
not properly conclude from this that there is noth- 
ing to Christianity and that Christendom does 
‘not count for anything. Over against the posi- 
tion of listless resignation that things are ever 
getting worse anyway, or the sterile monotony of 
force, the wltima ratio of hopeless and helpless 
politics, the solidarity of Christianity which urges 
action, practical help, and rescue work, is a politi- 
cal factor of the highest qualitative significance 
because for all politics and every formation of 
political economic units '?) it points the way in the 
direction in which alone new and even greater 
catastrophes can be averted. 

Worldprotestantism is as little removed as 
German protestantism from the dangers which 
have beset especially [uropean Christendom 
throughout the history of the last two centuries. 
Protestantism, perhaps more than others, was 
threatened by fruitless intellectual endeavors, *°) 
lifeless traditionalism, and, finally, also by intro- 
spection *") and an attitude of isolation from 
the world. Yet more strictly than others were 
the churches of the Reformation again and again 
called to their objective 7?) and the realization of 
their opportunities, "*) namely, the service and 
commission of the church of Jesus Christ in the 
world. Within the churches’ movement for 
unity **) worldprotestantism will have no other 
call. May it be true to this call in the dual polar- 
ity of its nature as it is established by the Gospel: 
The undogmatical *) Dut unbribable quest for 


18) unsere christliche Extsteng. 

19) jede Politik and alle politisch-staatliche Gestaltung. 

20) intellektuelle Verspieltheit (intellectual — bank- 

ruptcy?). 

21) Verinmerlichung. ; 

82 and 2%) zu ihrem Thema und su ihrer Wirklichheit 

gerufen werden. 

) immitien der Einheitsbewegung der Kirchen, 

5) undoktrinar, According to Webster’s Collegiate 
Dictionary, a doctrinaire is “one who would apply 
to practical concerns abstract doctrines or theories 
without enough regard for actual conditions; a 
dogmatic theorist.” Eduard Engel offers in his 
Verdeutschungsbuch (1929) as substitutes for dok- 
trindr: schulmetsterlich; . . . eigensinnig, unbelehr- 
bar, unfehlbar, rechthaberisch, weltfremd, 
buchstabengliubtg, papieren. 


24 
25 


truth in matters of the evangelical faith and the 
sober, magnanimous work of charity for this 
world, above which with all of its suffering and 
struggling millions there still shines the Iaster 
glory of Him who rose again. 


® A Doctrinal Monstrosity 
Proclaimed by the 
“American Lutheran” 


The American Lutheran is published under the 
auspices of the American Lutheran Publicity 
Bureau by an editorial board, consisting of pas- 
tors within our Synod who are signers of the 
withdrawn but not retracted Chicago Statement. 
The American Lutheran has on various occasions 
become guilty of doctrinal aberrations. But we 
believe that it has seldom strayed as far from 
the truth of God’s Word, as was the case in the 
article found in the March issue of that journal 
under the title “The Lord’s Supper and_ the 
Church.” 

Here we have not only crass sacramentarian- 
ism, that is, a false emphasis on the sacraments 
as such, but also a doctrine of the Lord’s Supper 
which is a religions monstrosity unparalleled in 
the history of Lutheranism. 


False Emphasis on the Sacraments 


Pastor F. H. Lindemann, member of the edi- 
torial board, writes, “The Church is the com- 
munion of separated and sanctified men who have 
been joined to Christ’s Body as members. This 
union with Christ and with each other the New 
Testament calls Koinonia. It is the fellowship 
and the communion that unites the members of 
the Body with the Head and with each other. 
How is this union effected and maintained? By 
the Sacraments. God has not told us that it is 
effected in any other way. ... The Koinonia 1s 
effected by the Sacraments and not by any other 
application of the Word.” (Our emphasis.) 

This is a plain denial of the Scriptural truth 
that the Word of the Gospel, the Word of Recon- 
ciliation, is by itself a means of grace. It is a 
plain denial of the simple Catechism truth (New 
Catechism, Question 168), “the Gospel is the 
means whereby the Holy Ghost offers us the 
blessings of Christ and works in our hearts that 
faith by which we accept Christ and His salva- 
tion.” It is a plain denial of such Scripture 
passages as John 3:16; Rom. 10:17; 1 Pet. 1:23 
and similar passages. It is a plain denial of the 
simple Catechism truth (Question 177) that “all 
believers are a communion of saints, or one spirit- 
ual body, whose one and only Head is Christ.” 
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According to the American Lutheran I must 
now for instance tell patients at the Dixon State 
Hospital, who have been brought to faith in 
Christ through the Gospel, but who cannot re- 
ceive permission to be baptized from those who 
have authority over them, that they are not 
members of Christ! 


A False Doctrine of the Church 


Speaking of the Lord’s Supper, the author 
says that it belongs “to the very essence and na- 
ture of the Church . because it makes the 
Church the Church.” Again, speaking of the 
sacraments, he writes, “The ‘Bible tells us that 
Holy Baptism and the Lord’s Supper makes us 
members of a fellowship that unites the. mem- 
bers of the Church with Christ and with each 


other. . The union with Christ effected by 
Holy Baptism is maintained and sustained 
through the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper.” 


Here we have the neo-Lutheran false doctrine 
of the Church: that the means of grace belong to 
the essence of the Church. The truth of the 
Catechism (Question 175) that the Church is 
“the communion of saints, that is, the whole num- 
ber of believers in Christ,” must, according to the 
above assertion, be changed to read: the Church 
is the whole number of believers who have been 
baptized and who partake of the Lord’s Supper. 


A Spiritual-Physical Phenomenon? 

The author says, “We are dealing here with 
a spiritual-physical phenomenon in the Com- 
munion of Saints, the whole man according to 
body and soul, and the whole Christ according 
to His divine and human nature. Since the 
Koinonia embraces the body, there is no Koin- 
oma without bodily eating and drinking.” 

What do these words mean? To understand 
what the author is driving at, we shall do well at 
this point to go back to the Cappadocian theo- 
logians of the fourth century, who were the first 
great exponents of this brand of sacramentarian- 
ism. This sacramentarianism is today also found 
in the Eastern Church and among many high- 
church [¢piscopalians. 


Gregory of Nyssa 


Gregory of Nyssa (335-395 A. D.) taught that 
the gift of the Holy Spirit received in Baptism 
‘4s principally a grace of the soul” ; the believer's 
soul is “fused” into Christ. But man is a “two- 
fold creature, compounded of soul and body” and 
therefore it is necessary “to lay hold of the 
Author of the new life through both component 
parts,” that is, through soul and body. The latter 
is effected by eating and drinking Christ’s Body 
and Blood in the Lord’s Supper. When the hu- 
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onia of which St. Paul speaks.” 
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man body of Christ, to which immortality wes 
given by its union with deity in the person of | 
Christ, “is i ours, it translates and transmutes 
the whole into itself.” Is this the teaching now 
espoused by the American Lutheran? 


. 


Not Much Difference 


In the February issue of the American Lu- 
theran the same author had stated that in the 
Lord’s Supper “our Lord and King enters our 
mortal body and gives it immortality.” Now, in 
the March issue, he continues, “The Body of our 
Lord is a reality in heaven. This Body is also _ 
the gift we receive in the Holy Communion, a 
reality on earth when the Lord’s Supper is cele- 
brated. Now to the Body in heaven and the Body 
in the Lord’s Supper is added the Body of Christ 
that is the Church. ‘Ye are the Body of Christ, 
1 Corinthians 12:27. Does this expression share 
in the reality of the others? Christ’s Body in 
heaven, Christ’s Body in the Eucharist, Christ’s 
Body in the Church. In the Lord’s Supper the 
Body that is in heaven is present on earth. As 
the believers cat this Body the Church becomes the 
Body. The believers become one body hy eating 
the Bread, and this one body is the Body of Christ. 
Still more wonderful, the believer becomes a mem- 
ber of Christ’s Body in the Lord’s Supper not 
only according to the soul but also according to his 
physical body.’ Recall what was said above! 
“We are dealing here with a spiritual-physical 
phenomenon in the Communion of Saints, the 
whole man according to body and soul. . . . Since 
the Koinonia embraces the body, there is no Koin- 
onia without bodily eating and drinking.” (Our 
emphasis throughout.) 


Between the teaching of Gregory of Nyssa 
and that of the American Lutheran we find little, 
if any, difference. 


The Author’s Basic Errors 

We summarize the author’s basic errors and 
his doctrinal aberrations as follows :-— 

The author does not abide by the simple Cate- 
chism truth (Question 168) that the “Gospel is 
the means whereby the Holy Ghost works in our 
hearts that faith by which we accept Christ and 
His salvation.” He specifically states, “The 
Koinonia is effected by the Sacraments and not 
by any other application of the Word.” 

The author does not abide by the simple Cate- 
chism truth (Question 177) that “all believers 
are a communion of saints, or one spiritual body, 
whose one and only Head is Christ.” He speci- 
fically states, “Christ in the midst of two or three 
who are gathered in His Name is not the Kotn- 
According to the 
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author the communion of saints is a “spiritual- 
physical phenomenon.” 

The author does not abide by the simple Cate- 
chism truth (Question 175) that the Church is 
“the whole number of believers in Christ.” He 
specifically states that if Christ in the midst of 
‘two or three gathered in His Name were the Koin- 
onia, then the Lord’s Supper “would not belong 
to the very essence and nature of the Church.” 

The author does not abide by the simple Cate- 
chism truth (Question 313) that “in the Sacra- 
ment Christ gives to every communicant as a 
pledge of the remission of sins that same body and 


blood with which he earned for us the forgiveness ° 


of sins.” He specifically states that if Christ in 
the midst of two or three gathered in His Name 
were the Koinonia, “then the significance of the 
Lord’s Supper would be merely that it offers some 
external signs to add power and strength to the 
words of promise.” 

The author finally does not abide by the simple 
Catechism truth (Question 195) “that at the Last 
Day God will raise up me and all the dead.” He 
specifically states that if Christ in the midst of 
two or three gathered in His Name were the 
Koinonia, “then the Sacrament would. be merely 
a down-payment of what God will do in the fu- 
ture.” 

A Religious Monstrosity 

Because the author does not abide by the 
simple Catechism truths, therefore in his own 
wisdom he has concocted a doctrine of the 
Lord’s Supper which is a religious monstrosity. 
According to the author the believers become, 
also according to the body, the Body of Christ, 
that same Body which they eat in the Lord’s Sup- 
per. Consider what that means! By cating the 
Body of Christ all believers become the Body of 
Christ! They become what they eat, and eat 
what they become and what they themselves are! 
As we cat the Body of Christ, we eat ourselves! 

We cannot, of course, but reject such a doc- 
trine, to which the words of Holy Scripture may 
well be applied, “professing themselves to be wise, 
they became fools.” 

A question which necessarily raises itself at 
every such public offense against the doctrine 
which we have learned is: What will be done 
about it by the President of our synod, who is 
specifically responsible for the maintenance of 
doctrinal unity in our midst? 

We shall in any case continue to testify 
against all such soul-destroying and divisive 
error, and pray that God may bring back the 
erring to the truth of His holy Word. 

Treo, Dierks, S. T. D. 


© Mr. Gallmeyer Takes To 
Prophesying Again 

In his presidential address at the convention 
of the Lutheran Laymen’s League in Milwaukee 
in 1942, Mr. E. J. Gallmeyer delivered himself 
to the following bit of prophesy: “I cannot help 
fecling . . . that it is in God’s plan that an im- 
proved world awaits us. On the ashes of men’s 
hates new loves are built. There was less hate 
for the vanquished after the last World War 
than there was after the Civil War. There will 
be still less hate after this turmoil is over than 
was true 25 years ago.” 

We briefly discussed Mr. Gallmeyer’s pro- 
phecy in the light of Holy Scripture in the De- 
cember, 1942, Confessional Lutheran, (P. 125f.) 
Since that time there has been sufficient oppor- 
tunity for everyone to evaluate Mr. Gallmeyer’s 
prophecy even aside from what Scripture so 
clearly says regarding these things. 

Now Mr. Gallmeyer has gone in for some 
more prophesying. As reported in the July issue 
of the Confessional Lutheran (p. 90), Mr. Gall- 
meyer, speaking as a director of the Federation 
of Lutheran Clubs at a mass meeting in Denver, 
stated: “The last hundred years belonged to the 
preachers; the next hundred years belong to us, 
the laymen.” 

We wonder where Mr. Gallmeyer thinks he 
has obtained the knowledge to which he has here 
tried to give expression. Who, we wonder, told 
him that the last hundred years belonged to the 
preachers and that the next hundred years belong 
to the laymen? 

As for the past, anyone who for instance 
knows the history of the Missouri Synod knows 
that it was through the loyal cooperation of pas- 
tors and laity in its congregations as the divinely 
ordained units through which the Church properly 
carries on its real work that the Missouri Synod 
and the Synodical Conference, under God, came 
to be what they were during the last century. 

And as for the future, whence can Mr. Gall- 
meyer have the revelation that the next hundred 
years belong to the laymen? Certainly not from 
Holy Scripture! Who is going to take from 
pastors the opportunities, priviléges, and respon- 
sibilities which are rightly theirs and the grace 
by which they exercise them as they work hand in 
hand with the Church’s laity wherever things are 
as they should be in this respect because they 
have been so ordained of God? 

The answers to such questions should prove 
interesting. In the meanwhile, we shall, pas- 
tors and people, trusting in God’s direction and 
looking to His grace to crown our joint labors 
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with success, continue to work together for the 
good of the Church as did our fathers. 

We are sure that God will continue to bless 
that kind of work in the future as He has in the 
past. 

P. H. Burcporr. 


@® Two Further Rebuffs To 
Lutheran Misleadership 


The World Council of Churches is a union- 
istic super-fellowship which will hold its first 
meeting in Amsterdam from August 22 to Sep- 
tember 4. The convention will be attended by 
450 delegates from 39 countries and will be chosen 
from 137 different church bodies. However, 
these delegates will come as churchmen repre- 
senting so many different geographical areas 
(American churchmen, English churchmen, Ger- 
man churchmen, Scandinavian churchmen, etc.) 
rather than as representatives of their own church 
and its confessional basis. 


Among Lutheran churches in America the 
United Lutheran Church, the American Luther- 
an Church, the Augustana Synod and the Danish 
ev. Lutheran Church have joined the World 
Council of Churches movement. Recent news 
dispatches have reported that at their latest con- 
ventions delegates of the “Evangelical Lutheran 
Church” (Norwegian merger) and of the Luther- 
an Free Church rejected proposals to affiliate 
with the interdenominational World Council of 
Churches. The Minneapolis Star concludes its 
report of this matter with the observation that 
“rejection of union by ELC and LFC delegates 
was contrary to recommendations of the presi- 
dents of the two groups. Dr. J. A. Aasgard and 
the Rev. T. O. Burntvedt both favored affiliation.” 


In the July issue of our Confessional Lutheran 
we reported that “several students from Wartburg 
Seminary, Dubuque, Iowa,” publicly protested the 
action of their church in joining the World Coun- 
cil of Churches and made some fine statements 
concerning the correct Scriptural practice in mat- 
ters of unity and unionism. 


It is heartening to all true Lutherans to see 
such testimony, even though it may for the time 
being come from a relatively small minority. It 
is doubly heartening when such a testimony by a 
majority vote includes a rebuff of synodical 
presidents and other leaders who insist on lead- 
ing their churches in a wrong direction. 


As we said in the June Confessional Lutheran 
(p. 87), “where there is such testimony there is 
hope for honest union.” And we again close with 
the sincere prayer: May God more and more 


open the eyes of all to the one way which will 
surely lead to the peace of our church — agree- 
ment in the truth as it is in Christ Jesus and in 
His holy Word! 

P, H. Burocporr. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Lutheran Women of Omaha 


A new organization, the Lutheran Women of 
Omaha, held its first election of officers. On the 
ballot, which is dated May 11, 1948, we find two 
candidates from each of the following bodies: 
“Augustana Synod, Evangelical Lutheran Synod, 
United Lutheran Synod, Missouri Synod, Ameri- 
can Lutheran Synod, Danish United Evangelical 
Synod.” In the constitution the purpose of the 
organization reads as follows: “The purpose of 
this organization shall be: 1) to promote and 
stimulate Christian fellowship among the Lu- 
theran women of Omaha and vicinity. 2) To 
acquaint and familiarize ourselves with the his- 
tory, problems and mission of World Lutheran- 
ism. 3) To encourage cooperation and joint 
action in projects and activities to the extent such 
action can be taken without conflicting with the 
position of the Church body to which any mem- 
ber may belong.” The article on clections reads 
in part: “The Nominating Committee shall en- 
deavor to propose candidates in such a manner 
that each Church body represented in the mem- 
bership shall be represented in the officers of 
the organization, and if possible the Nominating 
Committee shall propose two candidates from one 
Church body for the first office, two from another 
Church body for the second office, and so on.” 
The article on standing committees reads: “Section 
1. The Nominating Committee shall consist of 
one member from each participating Church 
body, same to be appointed by the President. 
Section 2. The Membership Committee shall 
consist of one member from each participating 
Church body, same to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent. This committee shall also serve as the re- 
ception committee at all meetings. Section 3. 
The Program Committee shall consist of one 
member from each participating Church body, 
same to be appointed by the President.” The or- 
ganization holds a luncheon once each month, and 
the officers, including one from a Missouri Synod 
congregation, invite all the ladies to “enjoy the 
fellowship.” 


Unionism, Feminine Variety 


It had to come. That any segment of Mis- 
souri Synod membership should remain un- 
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touched by the current hysteria of fellowship 
without regard to Scriptural unity, was too much 
to expect. So the unionistic product has been 
wrapped in the tissue of the “ecumenical” ap- 
proach, tied with the ribbon of a new pan-Luther- 
an organization, scented with the approval of 
Statementarian-minded “dignitaries” within the 
Missouri Synod, and is now on sale in the U. S. 
market of Lutheranism. The cost to the con- 
sumer, at this writing, is the price of a swanky 
luncheon. The sales talk is geared to the high 
pressure level; for instance, when the constitution, 
quoted above, speaks of “each participating 
Church body.” Question: Is the Missouri Synod 
participating in this business? Another question : 
If it is not, what is going to be done about it? 
There is no sure footing on neutral ground. 
Dixie 

A reporter in the Lutheran writes (July 14, 
p- 38): “Men of Trinity Church, Jackson, have 
ideas on Lutheran unity. The Brotherhood re- 
cently accepted an invitation from the men of a 
Missouri Synod congregation in Jackson to en- 
joy a fellowship meeting. The men of Trinity 
reciprocated by entertaining the Missouri Synod 
group.” ; 


Love’s Labor Lost 

By this time our readers are very well ac- 
quainted with the new camaraderie. The State- 
mentarian wing within the Missouri Synod is 
practicing what it has preached. In view of all 
the flirtatious proceedings, one would expect a 
great upsurge of love for the Missouri Synod and 
its ways, among other Lutherans. But this is not 
at all the case. Judging from the non-Missourian 
periodicals, the opposite seems to be the case. 
' The Lutheran, organ of the United Lutheran 
Church, of February 18, 1948, p. 6 and 7, holds 
up the claims of a Missouri Synod “Temergency 
Pe Council Bulletin” to thinly veiled ridi- 
cule: 


Secret Meeting 


Under this heading the article states: “Tefforts 
to convert German Lutherans to Missouri Synod 
Lutheranism are carried on outside the framework 
of the Lutheran World Federation, of which Mis- 
souri Synod is not a member. 


_ “Four members of the Missouri Synod were 
invited as visitors at the Lund meeting of the 
World Federation last July. Among them was 
the radio preacher, Dr. Walter Maier. These 
men made secret plans for a meeting with the 
German delegation. Germans present at this 
gathering reported that they were offered food 


packages if they attended various conferences 
which Missouri Synod representatives were plan- 
ning in Germany.” 

Dr. F. E. Mayer and W. Arndt wrote a letter 
to the editors (Lutheran, March 17, 1948, p. 35) 
stating in reply to this point: 

“Most emphatically we should like to state that 
the Lutheran’s report of the Missouri representa- 
tives’ activities in Lund completely misrepresents 
and garbles facts. There was, indeed, a closed 
meeting of German church officials at Lund, from 
which the Missouri representatives were excluded. 
At the conclusion of this meeting the representa- 
tives of the Missouri Synod met with the entire 
German delegation to plan an itinerary for Dr. 
F. FE. Mayer. 

“After this matter was disposed of, Dr. Walter 
A. Maier reported on the work of the Lutheran 
Hour and mentioned that he had received a ship- 
ment of food packages which he was ready to dis- 
tribute to needy Germans. If, as the Lutheran 
states, ‘Germans present at this gathering re- 
ported that they were offered food packages if 
they attended various conferences which Missouri 
representatives were planning in Germany,’ they 
thoroughly misunderstood what had been said. 


“Tt is unfortunate that people who were not 
present at this meeting, without obtaining all the 
facts, have disseminated a story which is entirely 
unfounded, When we learned that this ugly 
story was spread, we did not think that anyone 
would give it credence or serious attention and for 
that reason did not heretofore deem it necessary 
to repudiate it.” 


What does ,the editor of the Lutheran say to 
this? He appends these remarks to the letter: 
‘Drs. Arndt and Meyer, professors at Concordia 
Seminary, were two of the Missouri men who 
met with the German delegation one evening dur- 
ing the Lund assembly. They are honorable and 
respected men. Evidently they failed to give the 
Germans a clear idea of what they had in mind 
when they discussed further meetings with them 
in Germany and the distribution of food pack- 
ages among them. The statement in the Lutheran 
of February 12 was an accurate report of infor- 
mation given the editor of this paper by some of 
the most trustworthy leaders of the church in 
Germany. This report was given to the editor 
by these men within 15 minutes after the meet- 
ing.” 

We shall desist from writing an essay on the 
beauties of cooperation and comity without doc- 
trinal unity and how pleasant it must be to deal 
with the hierarchy of the National Lutheran 
Council — Lutheran World Federation. 
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Aversions 


A reviewer in the Lutheran of April 14, 1948, 
p. 32, treats of the Poehler-Bruening sermon 
book, “God Goes To Golgatha,” and says among 
other things: “In the second sermon, ‘The Man 
Who Knew the High Priest, the writer drags in 
the well-known aversion of Missouri Synod to 
lodges and uses it as an illustration. The lan- 
guage is intemperate.’ Here again is apprecia- 
tion of Missouri Synod principles, in reverse. 

A drive toward wedding the Missouri Synod 
to the National Lutheran Council, in 1950, is be- 
ing planned in some quarters of the Missouri 
Synod. Let those who favor such a union be 
prepared to prove that the N. L. C. constituents 
all have the same “well-known aversions” as Mis- 
souri (aversions to denials of the verbal and 
plenary inspiration of the Bible, to the lodges and 
to all sorts of unionism, etc.). For all that kind 
of “love” among Christians which is not based 
upon love of God and His Scripture is, as 
Luther puts it, “accursed.” 


Appreciation, Minus 


Even the official part-way cooperation (so- 
called “cooperation in externals’”’) of the Missouri 
Synod in the work of the N. L. C. does not seem 
to breed appreciation and love of Missouri. Let 
us call up another example. The Lutheran Her- 
ald, organ of the (Norwegian) Ey. Lutheran 
Church, of February 10, 1948, p. 133, remarks 
on the prospects of Lutheran Union in Canada: 
“Doctrinally there is nothing keeping them apart, 
any more than there is in the States. True, there 
are those who will dispute that statement, and it 
did enter into the picture a year ago when an 
effort was made to establish a Canadian Lutheran 
Council. Missouri had been included in the pre- 
liminary plans, and the project stranded tempo- 
rarily on the very useless discussion of a supposed 
distinction between ‘external matters’ and ‘in- 
ternal matters,’ something which has always 
seemed. to us ‘a distinction without a difference,’ 
It was, however, scarcely to be expected that such 
a council could succeed with Missouri a part of 
it as long as the parent body in the States has re- 
frained from joining the National Lutheran 
Council.” 

That reminds us of the verbal spanking ad- 
ministered to Missouri in the same journal, Feb- 
ruary 20, 1945, p. 148: “The Saginaw convention 
of this body last summer, however, declined to 
take favorable action. This creates the anom- 
alous (and somewhat ridiculous) situation that 
the Missouri Synod, at the same time that it 
refuses to join the Council, cooperates in the work 
of the Service Commission, works on a status of 


complete parity as a part of the Lutheran Com- 
mission for Prisoners of War, and has one of its 
members on the committee of three which is soon 
to leave for Europe. ‘Consistency, thou art a 
jewel...” 


When we hear a few Missourians who re- 
echo the siren song on the theme of the N. L. C. 
in our midst, we are reminded of the words of 
Paul: “For ye suffer if a man bring you into 
bondage . if a man smite you on the face.” 


2 Cor. 11, 20. 


Another observation: Those outside the Mis- 
sourt Synod hardly attempt to appreciate our 
distinction between cooperation in “externals” and 
full cooperation. This distinction may be all- 
important to us. They do not understand it, nor 
do they care about it. Where they accord it 
honor, this is because we are strong enough to 
demand, if necessary, that it be honored. 

The position of the Confessional Lutheran 
which is the position of the Missouri Synod Brief 
Statement, can be simply put: First get real unity 
in doctrine and practice with other Lutherans; 
then worship and work with them. This position 
is proved to be right not only on Scriptural 
grounds, but also on practical grounds. 


A. V. Kusrer. 


® “By Their Fruits Ye 
Shall Know Them” 


In paging through the Concordia Pulpit for 
1941 recently, we came across a sermon by Rev. 
Lawr. Acker on Acts 17, 16-34 (St. Paul on 
Mars Hill) in which the author says: “Here Paul 
gives us a much needed lesson. Let us not begin 
by tactlessly denouncing false beliefs. How 
much chance shall we have to tell a Mason about | 
Jesus Christ if we open the conversation by 
condemning him? When public school officials — 
ask us to tell them our views on evolution, 1s it 
wise to denounce them because they believe that 
evolution answers the question ‘where this earth 
came from’ ?” 


We do not know what Pastor Acker would 
regard as “tactful,” nor whether we would agree 
with him as to what he so regards. What we do 
know is that he does not tell his readers how he 
would begin, and how he would continue, and 
how he would end in speaking to a Mason or to 
an evolutionist, 


While such thoughts were going through our 
mind, the mailman brought us a clipping from the 
Omaha Evening World-Herald (June 1) which 
a fellow-pastor in Nebraska had sent. There we 
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read the report of the death of a director of 
Augustana College in Sioux Falls (of the Nor- 
wegian merger “Evangelical Lutheran Church’) 
who was a “member of the Masonic lodge.” 
Funeral services, it was reported, were to be in 
Our Savior’s Lutheran Church, the Rev. Ad. 
Petersen and the Rev. Lawrence Acker officiat- 
ing. Our Savior’s Lutheran Church is listed as 
a congregation of the “Evangelical Lutheran 
Church” (Norwegian Merger). 

Is this the answer to the question where the 
method advocated by Pastor Acker in dealing 
with lodge members ends? Pastor Acker is one 
of the 44 “Signers” of the Chicago Statement 
which remains unretracted to this day. In de- 
claring their views on the lodge question, par- 
ticularly as it concerns Lutheran bodies not in 
fellowship with us, the Statementarians have said 
in their (also unretracted) brochure Speaking 
the Truth in Love ~ Essays Related to A State- 
ment 1945; “The differences that have developed 
in this field of practice are again no cause for 
‘disrupting or preventing church — fellowship.” 
(P. 73.) 

Here we again sce that Statementarians are 
diligently practicing the false principles which 
they definitely proclaimed in 1945. In the mean- 
time, responsible officials, particularly the presi- 
dium of the Missouri Synod, apparently look on 
in such a way as to force the conclusion that they 
themselves believe in condoning if not champion- 
ing the false principles of Statementarianism or 
that they. think themselves helpless over against 
them. 

We know what Scripture says about such mat- 
ters — “By their fruits ye shall know them!” 

“God’s blessing will not fail in the case of any 
testimony which we may make against the evils 
that are trying to worm their way into our 
church. 

What is the measure of your testimony 
against these evils? 

P. H. Bureporr. 


@® Review Of Publications 


Index to the Confessional Lutheran, 1940 
through 1947, 14 pp.; mimeo. Price, post- 
paid: 50 cents each; 3 to one address for 
$1.00. Orders, with remittance, are to be 
sent to Rev. A. V. Kuster, C. L. P. B. Sec- 
retary, Wanatah, Indiana. 

This newly prepared index presents a gold 
mine of information. Even those who possess 
only a partial file of back issues of the Confes- 
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sional Lutheran will find the material in them 
more accessible by means of the Index. Just to 
know that there is abundant information on this 
or that subject is often worth the price of an 
index that will direct us to it. Pertinent facts or 
quotations may slip our minds, but they will not 
“slip” an index. 

The Confessional Lutheran has touched on so 
many phases of church life through the years. 
This diversity makes the index so much the more 
a treasure of information. 

Suppose we are making a doctrinal study. 
The discussions in the Confessional Lutheran are 
indispensible to a timely understanding of the 


subject. Paging through the Index, we find long 
lists of references under such headings as 


Church, Conversion, and Antichrist, 

The Index also aids those who want a descrip- 
tion of the various Lutheran organizations and 
institutions. These are alluded to in their proper 
place. 

The Index is equally valuable in any histori- 
cal study of recent religious movements. For 
instance, the history of the last four Missourt 
Synod conventions is easily traced through the 
Index. Likewise, the history of various docu- 
ments, some of which have come and gone, some 
of which are still with us, can more easily be 
made available. It is, above all, enlightening, 
with the aid of the Index, to review the inroads 
of unionistic practice all along the line. 

Dr. Theo, Dierks of the Confessional Luther- 
an staff compiled the Index. He has done a care- 
ful job, and has given the Index a usable arrange- 
ment. 

_ The fourteen-page booklet is readably mimeo- 
graphed, single spaced, within heavy paper covers. 


A. V. Kuster. 


Notes On Romans 16, 17.18. H.W. Romoser. 

18 pp., mimeograph. 15 cents. 

This publication presents. an excellent study 
of Romans 16, 17.18 prepared particularly for 
clergy who are conversant with the original Greek 
text. It is divided into three parts. First there 
is a study of the vocabulary and syntax of the 
passage in question, then follows a catalog of 
testimonies, and finally the necessary conclusions 
are drawn. The paper clearly sets forth what 
Holy Scripture actually teaches in this import- 
ant passage, and shows that some in our midst 
are today proclaiming a different position, one 
that was neither held nor tolerated in the Missouri 
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Synod in the past, and of which it is admitted, 
in part at least, that it is a “changed position.” 
“The Central Regional Conference of the North- 
ern Illinois District, meeting February 3-4, 1948, 
adopted this paper without dissenting vote and 
resolved to make it available to the members of 
the conference. ‘It was also moved that with the 
permission of the officers of the conference any 
individual or group be permitted to have this 
paper published if such opportunity is available’.” 
To the copy which reached our desk the note is 
appended, “A limited number of extra copies of 
this paper are available at 15 cents a copy. Ad- 
dress H. W. Romoser, 233 N. Cuyler Ave., Oak 
Park, Il.” The mimeographing is neatly done. 


P. H. Burcporr. 


Look Before You Leap Into The Roman Mar- 
riage Contract. Gerv. W. Tischer. 6 pages. 

10 cents per copy; $1.00 per dozen. Order 

from Northwestern Publishing House, Mil- 

waukee 3, Wisconsin. 

Here is a brief but impressive warning against 
signing the marriage contract demanded by the 
Roman Church in case of a mixed marriage. 
Not the least valuable part of it is a certified 
photostatic copy of the authentic contract re- 
quired in the Roman Church in such a case. This 
in itself constitutes a graphic deterrent for any 
Lutheran Christian who still has a vestige of 
Christian knowledge and conscience left. On 
two pages this contract is closely examined by 
Pastor Fischer in the light of Holy Scripture and 
exposed as an anti-Christian snare to catch the 
unwary. Cordial and forceful warnings and 
admonitions are included for Lutherans who 
might be in danger of putting earthly love above 
the love of their God and Savior. All of this is 
offered in a comparatively small space. The 
pamphlet can serve to prevent much heartache 
and grief of soul. We heartily recommend it and 
wish it a wide circulation. 


J. BuUENGER. 


© What Our Readers Say 


“Waving read the Confessional Lutheran for 
two years, I now wish to take out a membership 
in the C. L. P. B. I have so far enjoyed reading 
the Confessional Lutheran, have been strength- 
ened and become more sure-footed in my stand on 
Lutheran union which is the position you defend 
in this fine periodical.” Teacher in Ohio. 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


“Although T am not a member of the Missouri 
Synod, I have a great affection for that body, and 
I feel that the present strife which is raging in 
its midst, while undoubtedly all for God’s glory, 
is certainly in human understanding a lamentable 
situation. You men of the Confessional Lu- 
theran are to be commended for your stand and 
your uncompromising testimony. Having served 
in a synod where anything goes, where doctrine 
is never discussed, and unionism is in vogue, I 
appreciate your desire to keep Missouri on the 
right path. ‘Thanks again for the fine work you 
are doing. I appreciate it a great deal and know 
that God’s work is being done. Soli Deo Gloria!” 
Pastor, American Lutheran Conference. 


@® No Compromising With Error 

“Agreement concerning the doctrine of the 
Gospel’” (Art. VIE of the Augsburg Confession, ° 
concerning the Church) “means not merely agree- 
ment in general or agreement in so-called funda- 
mentals only, but agreement in all articles of re- 
vealed truth. Wherever a clear teaching of the 
Holy Scriptures is denied or repudiated there can 
be no true union, because there is no unity of the 
faith. ‘We are anxious to advance that unity ac- 
cording to our utmost power by which nothing 
of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is sur- 
rendered’ and ‘no room is given to the least 
error. (Formula of Concord, Thorough Decla- 
ration, Art. XI, 95£;. Cone. Trigl., p. 1095.) 
There can be no compromising with error.” — 
Popular Symbolics, by Th. Engelder, W. Arndt, 
Th. Graebner, F. E. Mayer, p. v., citing 
Klotsche’s Christian Symbolics. 
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@ A Most Perilous Notion 


“One of the most dangerous notions is the 
idea that if a man in some way still preaches 
Christ, he is not a false prophet, although he may 
preach a hundred falsehoods besides his Christ. 
He who surrenders the outer forts is near sur- 
rendering the central citadel. Doctrines form a 
living whole, pervert one doctrine and the perver- 
sion will work like.a cancer and will eat not only 
into other doctrines, but even into the center of 
them all. A little leaven leavens the entire lump. 
We need not labor the point. We see erring 
churches all around us. How did they sink to 
this level of modernism? By fraternizing with 
men who denied a part or all of the Christian 
truth.” — Lenski, Gospel Selections of the An- 
cient Church, p. 702. 

— Submitted by Rev. FE. T, Lams, D. D. 


@ Dr. Maier and the Winona Lake 
Bible Conference 


At the Winona Lake Bible Conference, in the 
same Billy Sunday Tabernacle, where two weeks 
previous Renee Martz, “nine-year-old Evangel- 
ist,” spoke to a mass meeting on “David and 
Goliath,” and where a week later Dr. Samuel 
Morris, temperance lecturer, spoke on “Liquor 
and World Recovery,” Dr, Walter A. Maier, 
Lutheran Hour speaker and professor at our 
Concordia Seminary in St. Louis, addressed a 


similar mass meeting on August 8 on “Christ, . 


Not Communism.” 

On August 5 Dr. J. P. Muntz, director of the 
conference, sent a letter “to the Lutheran Pastors 
of this area” informing them that Dr. and Mrs. 
Maier, and Dr. Bertermann would take part in 
the conference program. Dr, Muntz wrote: “We 
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TRACT 


Eldor Mueller, 


DEPARTMISSINT: Box 4, Biizabeth, Tlinois, 


hope to make this Sunday afternoon mass meeting 
a great testimony for Christ, and by means of the 
presentation of Dr. and Mrs. Maier, and Dr. 
Bertermann at this great interdenominational 
conference with its wide influence, gain many 
fricnds and supporters for the Lutheran Hour 
broadcasts. A Lutheran rally will be held Mon- 
day afternoon. If you can comé, please advise 
ine, cither before or on arrival, as we would like 
to have as many pastors as possible serve in 
offering prayer or in introducing Dr. Maier at the 
various hours of the conference.” 

The letter enclosed a detailed program of the 
whole “interdenominational” conference, listing 
the various topics of discussion, the various ad- 
dresses, and the various speakers. Here we 
note the following: 


Revivalism and Millennialism 


The first week of the conference was taken 
over mainly by the “Tnterdenominational Asso- 


“How to Have a Revival Today,” “Are the Days 


ciation of Jivangelists’ Conference.” Among 
other things the following topics were listed: 


DEE gt io pee eee at 


of Revival Over?,” “United Action for Revival,” 
“The Revival We Need,” ete., etc. We also note 
that at the Open Forums one of the topics dis- 


cussed was ‘Avoiding Unimportant Controver- | 
sial Issues.” i 


During the last weck was a conference ov 
“Prophecy and the Jews” under the auspices of 
the American Association for Jewish Evangel- 
ism. Here we find such topics listed as, “The 
World’s History Has Been Foretold,” and “Can 
the Ban on Immigration Prevent God’s Plan for 
Isracl?” In the week in which Dr. Maier was 
present, Dr. McComb, Vresbyterian — ministet 
fron: New York, spoke on “Signs of the Times, 
“The New State of Israel,” “Christ’s Return for 
Ilis Church,” and “Christ’s Return to Reign.” 


ee 


Revivalism on one end. Millennialism on the 
other end. And plenty of each in between. 


The Enthusiasts of Luther’s Day 


All this calls to our mind the enthusiasts 
Luther’s day, who are the true spiritual fatherS ; 
of the modern “evangelists” or revivalists ° 
our day. The enthusiasts at the time of Luthet 
held that the Holy Spirit works outside of Word : 
and Sacraments. Faith is not the hand which i 
accepts and appropriates the forgiveness of si: 
offered, conveyed, and sealed in the Gospel a” 
the Sacraments, but it is a coming and giving 09 
self to Jesus. To become a new creature, to a 
complish conversion, a person must diligent) 
pray and pray and pray that God would grant ° 
His Holy Spirit so that through Him one may b | 
brought to Jesus. The enthusiasts of Luther’ : 
day also had their revival meetings and also taught ; 
a social-gospel and a crass millennialism., 

At that time the political situation looked ve") | 
dark. The storm clouds of the Thirty Yea 
War were hovering over Europe. Luther a 
suredly believed that he was living in the last day* 
of the world. But what did Luther do? Did 
join the enthusiasts at their rallies and preach 
them about the coming world crisis and the dat 
ger threatening from the minions of the pop | 
He did not. He did not try to save the qorld 
such from the impending Judgment of Got. . 
was busy trying to save individual souls for hea” | 
en and teaching his students at the universtlY: 
But there was one other thing that he also 4 
he sent out pamphlet after pamphlet, warning. n? 
only against the false teaching and violence of | 
papists, but also against the vagaries of the ae 
thusiasts. 
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Luther’s Followers (?) at the Camp 
of the Modern Enthusiasts 


We have been reliably informed that protests 
have again and again been lodged with synodical 
officials and directly with Dr. Maier against his 
participation in the Winona Lake Bible Confer- 
ence. But who cares about such protests? Now 
Dr. Maicr’s participation is openly flaunted in the 
face of his Missourian brethren, y 

According to the program of the Winona Lake 
Conference, Dr, Maier spoke on “Christ, Not 
Communism” (this particular address being 
broadcast over WMBI, Moody Bible Institute), 
“America Turn to God!,” “Christ, Hallow Our 
Homes!,” “Christ for This Crisis,” and “A 
Challenge to American Christianity.” Mrs. 
Maier was listed as speaking on the Woman's 


Hour on “She Human Side of the Lutheran’ 


Hour,” “Miracles of Radio,” “Home and Family 
Life” According to a radio announcement Dr, 
Bertermann also spoke on various occasions. 

The letter addressed to the Lutheran pastors 
of this area mentioned a Lutheran rally. But 
looking over the program, we find that there were 
no less than twenty-one different rallies held dur- 
ing the seven weeks of the conference: Baptist, 
Brethren, Congregational, Christian, Evangelical, 
Independent Churches, Lutheran, Mennonite, 
Methodist, Mission Covenant, Nazarene, Pres- 
byterian, ete., ete. 

Truly, as Dr, Maier himself said in lis ad- 
dress on Sunday afternoon: “HERE AT 
WINONA LAKE IS THE RALLYING- 
ane OF INTERDENOMINATIONAL- 
TSM! 


Strange Bed-Fellows 


It is indeed strange that a modern follower of 
Martin Luther and a professor at Concordia 
Seminary, the supposed strong-hold of Lutheran- 
ism in America, should take an active, yes, a very 
Prominent part in this unionistic conference of 
modern enthusiasts. 

But here we have a practical application, yes, 
an outstanding demonstration of the false and 
mseriptural principles of A Statenvent. 

Contrary to the clear Word of God (Rom. 
16:17) some of the Statementarians and their 
adherents contend that we may have fellowship 
and worship with heterodox Christians provided 
We on our part do not deny the truth of God’s 
Word. That a person on such occasion remains 
Silent over against the unscriptural teaching of 
the heterodox with which one worships (even 
though it is openly and aggressively promulgated 
fore one’s own eyes), or that a person stu- 
diousky avoids all controversial issucs is, accord- 


ing to the exponents of this unseriptural teaching, 
not to be regarded as a denial of the truth. 

The Statement has been withdrawn as a basis 
for discussion; but its adherents are now openly 
and aggressively flaunting its false and unscrip- 
tural principles in our face. Our words, spoken 
in all humility and charity (ef. Gal. 6:1), are 
siniply ignored. And sad to say, officials of our 
synod, who have solemnly promised. to carry out 
their duties according to the Word of God and 
the Constitution of our Synod, are unevangeli- 
cally permitting this division and offense con- 
trary to Apostolic doctrine to continue in our 
midst, 


The Moody Bible Institute 


The Moodyites, who took a very important 
part in the Winona Lake Bible Conference, are , 
the most active “enthusiasts” in this area. Who 
are the Moodyites? Here let us quote a few 
words from The Moody Bible Institute and the 
Moody Church Versus the Bible by Rev. Henry 
Heise and published by resolution of the North- 
ern Illinois District Pastoral Conference in 1937. 

Pastor Heise writes: “They (the Moodyites) 
preach Christ and preach Him with great fervor. 
But nevertheless, they are the spirits of error... . 
In the ‘Doetrinal Statement’ of the Moody Bible 
Institute, to which its members, the faculty, and 


all offtcial heads of the Institute must subscribe, 


the sacraments are ignored entirely; no mention 
is made of them. They evidently do not look 
upon them as means of grace.” 

On Baptism Pastor Heise quotes Dr. H. A. 
Tronside, present pastor of the Moody Church 
in Chicago, as follows: “Christening, the sprink- 
ling of an unconscious infant — is surely abso- 
lutely unscriptural and often demoralizing and 
in its worst phase when coupled with the soul- 
destroying dogma of baptismal regeneration.” 

On the Lord’s Supper Pastor Heise quotes Dr. 
lronside as saying regarding the words, “This is 
My body,” the following: “Christ is telling them 
this: ‘this bread, I want you to understand, is to 
bring before you the truth that My body is to be 
sacrificed for sin” Then He gives them this 
beautiful memorial feast.” 

On Millennialism Pastor Heise quotes the 
“Doctrinal Statement” as teaching “that through 
a worldwide preaching of the Gospel there will be 
gathered from Jews and Gentiles a people for the 
name Of God, that is, the Church; that when this 
purpose has been fulfilled, the Lord will gather 
His people to Himself and then personally, bodily, 
literally, and visibly return to earth, and that, 
following this, He will set up a kingdom upon 
earth, with its center at Jerusalem; that. this 


HEH 


t: 


PARTE 


2 
* 
z 


120 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


kingdom: will endure exactly one thousand years, 
and that after this time the new heavens and 
earth will be brought into view, and then, that 
eternity, with its rewarding for the saved and 
punishment for the Jost will follow.” 


“Woe to that Man by Whom the 
Offense Cometh!” 


The fact that Dr. Maier took part in the 
worship of the modern enthusiasts and made 
common cause with them cannot but cause offense 
in our midst; it cannot but cause especially our 
lay-people to stumble and fall, unless God in His 
abundant grace and mercy counteracts such of- 
Fense. 

In another article of this issue you will find 
the reaction of Mr. Albert Knopp, a former 
Moodyite, now one of the Board of Directors of 
the Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau, to 
the grievous offense given by Dr. Maier. 

Tt cannot he otherwise. Though we pastors 
may warn in scason and out of season against 
the Moodyites and their fellow-travelers, our 
lay-people will say: If Dr. Maier can take part in 
the worship of the Moodyites, then we also can 
worship with such people. As long as a person 
preaches Christ and believes in Christ — the rest 
is unimportant. Our pastors are fools for not 
joming the other Christians in their unionistic 
Services. 

By his crass unionism and by his indifferent- 
ism and denial of the truth over against the false 
teaching of the Mondyites Dr. Maier has with 
one stroke set at naught all that the faithful 
fathers and pastors of this area by the grace of 
God have testified against such false teaching. 

Treo. Dirrxs, S. TLD. 


® Reactions of a Former 
Moody Man 


In 1919 T was converted to the Christian fatth, - 


accepting the Lord Jesus Christ as my personal 
Savior, in the Paul Rader Tabernacle, located at 
North Avenuc and Clark Street in Chicago. 
This marvelous experience led me to seck further 
light in God’s Book, the Bible; and to increase my 
knowledge of Christian doctrine [ attended eve- 
ning school classes at the Moody Bible Institute 
in Chicago aud took correspondence courses from 
the Los Angeles Bible School. This work led 
me to believe in a literal 1,000 years’ reign of 
Christ on this earth and to adept a very loose 
view concerning the sacraments, Holy Baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper. I thought it very strange 


when talking to Christians, especially Lutherns 
that they did not accept a 1,000 year reigy of 
Christ on this earth, 

While in this state of mind, [ practiced fel- 
lowship with anyone who named the Name of 
Christ and called himself a Fundamentalist. | 
took part in organizing mectings on street corers 
and visiting in hospitals and jails with gespel 
teams, [ practiced fellowship with all of these 
different groups because [ did not undersand 
God’s view of unionism at that time of my Chris 
tian life. But I was led to read some good scund 
Lutheran literature, such as “Bible Study for 
Beginners” by Zorn, and “Doctrinal Theology” 
by A. LL. Graebner. These books, with further 
study of the Holy Scriptures, showed me that 
I could not continue to practice fellowship with 
the heterodox. Therefore, in 1924, T sevared 
fellowship with these above mentioned grouys. 

U tell you, my brethren, if was not an 2asy 
thing to break with these many friends whan I 
had known and found to be very lovable people: 
but there was God’s Word, Romans 16:17, 18 
and 1 Cor. 1, 10 on unionism, and it is better to 
obey God rather than men. 

Now, after twenty-three years of trying to be 
faithful to the teachings of my church of the 
Missouri Synod, f find that the spokesmen of the 
Lutheran Hour practice fellowship with  thes¢ 
very men of Winona (indiana) who are not ™ 
agreement with us on the Sacraments and the 
question of a millenium, among other things: 
What has become of their vows made at the time 
of their ordination ? 

What is the outcome of all this unionism’ 
My friends in the shop where I work are now 
saying to me: “Sec, Dr. Maier now practices fel 
lowship with us. Why do you take such a nat 
row view on your doctrinal standards? Soone! 
or later you will see that you are wrong and that 
we are right, as Dr. Maier now sees it’? Great 
harm has been done in the kingdom of our Lord: 

Now the great question that T have is th: 
Who will lovingly discipline these men, to leat 
then back to the truth, if that be possible? Ane 
if they persist in their error, who will see to it 
that our confessional stand is not further weak 
ened by their offense against the doctrine wht! 
we have learned ? 

Let us awaken to the great danger confronti™ 
us before it is too late. Let-us be done once atl! 
for all with any possible “Eli” attitude in fh? 
matter, to the glory of God. 


A. EH. Knorr, 
Chicago, Mimo. 
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© Lutheranism and Chiliasm 


“ce 
“As concerns chiliasm, our Chureh has in 
so XVII of the Augsburg Confession ex- 
sie! ie emphati “ally rejected it, and banned 

We eaten. 16 from its realm as an erroneous 
Jewish teaching in its most essential and at the 
Ali most dangerous moments. (Whoever 
neh ne eS to be a chiliast cannot honestly 
. 0 be such within the Lutheran Church, He 
err of right lay just claim to the 
os ae ¢ urch fellowship rights and privi- 

Cs in the J 
es confession, or complain because 
hikes i ice a too strict. and un- 
ily, arrogance, or ty ae or a dene : For 
the Lutheran Churet ae rar e th ts 
wee ee ch, m accordance with its ex- 
nothing oe one and for all wants to know 
vie ee : oun leaven, and does not 
feturaeet Me se doctrine tolerated, much less 
ee Beng au treasure of pure dloc- 
ri a 2 Zs — Memento of the Organisa- 
Co ynodical Conference (PF. A, 

midt), 1871, p. 29, 


@ Letter Writers 


Nines 
ian and hae a letter comes from some 
rather than . ete 10 believes that church union, 
all ong ill oy ord of God, is the solution of 
Sige ih ¥ : will bother to answer such non- 
farther thes m ‘ I, this writer has never gone 
the eae n to say that the Word of God contains 
The pu 1 . our problems, not church union, 
decades wag: a - ree Church of Scotland for 
ills o i : fe only by a united front that our 
in 1929 hn ae ae Chey got their united front 
with ‘a their ils still remain as hefore. So 
the Head other, such movements. Despite 
es alt one still believes that the Word of 
belie i tay ¢, and contains the answer to any 

vem. that disturbs us. 
ee rag the same general principle 
SatGrien t this writer never went beyond the 
MUSt he ee the preaching of sm and grace 
ing i : ae, than this fad of preach- 
ne es ieee ee psychoanalysis. How a 
ask caders do rave! What is wrong, we may 

‘With the preaching of sin and grace? 

aging Sond ol et of ae we im 
Mispuided Ba ane 10n ae on Mets pasts 
ite persons of our circles conducted what 
ttre med a series of Noonday Lenten Services 
: ng the week of March 22-26, 1948. Holy 
a : all times, is when the Passion of our 
ee should he stressed. _ What did they offer 

People of Boston? Were are their subjects, 


~utheran Church as a fellow- 


quoted precisely from their own literature: 
“When Everything goes Dead Wrong,” ‘Burning 
up with Anger,” “What shall 1 do Now 2” “How 
can we make Ends meet?” and for Good Friday 
the best they could offer was “Nobody Loves Me.” 
Such vulgarity is without parallel. In the days 
of the German Rationalists men actually preached 
“an : Rien § 
on “The Value of Afist as a Fertilizer,” but at 
least, now and then they made an effort to give 
the people something better on Good Friday, 
— F. R. Werner, in The Church Builder. 


@ Romans 16:17, 18 


The exegesis of Rom. 16/17, 18 still seems 
to be a controverted issue among us. 

In the past we have understood this simple 
text to mean that we must mark and avoid ail 
those who in any point of doctrine teach other- 
wise than God’s Word teaches. But of late this 
has been challenged. Men have deplored the fact 
that this text “has been applied to all Christians 
who differ from us in certain points of doctrine,” 
and they are convinced, “that this text does not 
apply to the present situation in the Lutheran 
Church in America.” They would have us be- 
lieve that the text “deals with enemies of the 
truth who come with the sinister purpose of de- 
ceiving innocent hearers, the — simple-minded 
Christians, by means of specious talking and 
pretty words.” 

We naturally ask, Which of these two ex- 
planations gives the divinely intended meaning of 
the text? We certainly may not say that tn 
Christian liberty we may interpret the text either 
way. ““Sensus literalis unus est.” There can be, 
and there is, but one correct understanding of this 
text. And in our effort to arrive at this one 
“sensus literalis” we must study the words of the 
fext, and beware of reading into the text what 
the words do not say. Jt is a rather dangerous 
exegetical procedure to say that Paul, who wrote 
also these words by inspiration of the Holy Ghost, 
had this or that ix mind if the words of the text 
or their immediate context do not warrant such 
assumption. In our case the context does uot 
throw any light on the meaning of the text, there- 
fore we must get the correct meaning from the 
words of the text themselves. 

An v. 17 we read: “Now [ beseech you, breth- 
ren, mark them which cause divisions and offenses 
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned, 
and avoid them.” ‘The plain and simple mean- 
ing of these words has of late been obscured. We 
are told that the phrase “contrary to the doctrine 
which ye have learned” must not be conneeted 
with the preceding words “divisions and offen- 
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ses,” but rather with the participle “poiountas,” 
making it au adverbial modifier of the word 
“cause. Tf that is the case, then not the “divi- 
sions and offenses,” as such, are out of harmony 
with the doctrine, but the “casing? of such di- 
visions and offenses contrary to the doctrine. 
Then the ‘doctrine’ here spoken of is not the 
entire “corpus doctrinae,” but must be limited to 
the one specific teaching which forbids us to cause 
divisions and offenses. In that case it should not 
matter whether the divisions and offenses were 
caused by teaching false doctrine, or by a differ- 
ence of opinion in an adiaphoron. ‘To be sure, 
if any one causes divisions, etc, by teaching 
wrong doctrines, then we must mark and avoid 
him. Efowever, we do so not because of the 
false doctrines he teaches, but because he is caus- 
ing divisions, cfc. But the same would be true if 
a difference of opinion would arise with respect 
to an adiaphoron. It could happen even in a 
thoroughly orthodox congregation that differences 
of opinion arise, divisions are caused, the con- 
gregation is split, and offense is given, because 
one party contends that the old church, which 
burned down, should be rebuilt on the old site in 
the country, while the other party contends that 
it should be built in town. Other non-doctrinal 
differences have often caused divisions in the 
Church, and thus given offense. According to 
the proposed interpretation the division makers 
must be marked and avoided, not because of the 
issuc involved, but f6r the simple reason that they 
are causing divisions and offenses. This would 
apply also to Dr. Luther, who by teaching the 
pure Gospel caused a division in the Church of 
his day. Even Paul himself would be guilty, be- 
cause he also caused a division and separation 
from the established church of his day by teaching 
doctrines contrary to those he had learned. For 
let us bear in mind if the phrase “contrary to the 
doctrine ye have learned” is an adverbial modifier 
of the verb “cause,” then the word “doctrine” can 
mean only this that we must not cause divisions 
and offenses. And whoever does this, no matter 
what the issue. may be, must be marked and 
avoided; for all such people, we are told, are 
“encnnes of Christ, gross belly servers, and base 
deecivers.” —~ The adverbial connection of the 
phrase puts a meaning into the text, which, we 
believe, its advocates themselves would not ac- 
cept. 

In “A Graminatical Study of Rom. 16:17” 
Dr. R. G. Hoerber has clearly shown that the 
phrase “contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned” must be taken as adjectival modifier of 
“divisions and offenses.” Now, what are such 
“divisions and offenses ‘para ten didachen’”? 
The “didache” is the entire ‘corpus doctrinae,’ 


the ‘form of doctrine which was delivered to 
you,” Rom. 6:17. The Greek preposition “para’’ 
means in the first place “beside,” and Luther has 
translated it with “neben,” “juxta’; the second 
meaning of “para” is “contrary,” as our English 
version has it. Flow, then, are such “divisions 
and offenses” caused? In this way, that men 
teach other doctrines beside what we learn from 
the Bible, or teach things that are contrary to the 
doctrine of the Bible. Any one who teaches 
“otherwise than God’s Word teaches” causes di- 
visions and offenses. Acts 20:30. And_ such 
people, Paul tells us, to “mark” and “avoid.” 

To “mark” such nien is neither impossible nor 
difficult for us Christians; for we have an in- 
fallible rule by which we are to try and judge 
the many false prophets that have gone out ito 
the world, namely, the inspired Word of our God. 
“To the Law and the Testimony: 1f they speak 
not according to this word, it is because there is 
no light in them,” Is. 8:20. Therefore we must 
follow the example of the Bereans, who searched 
the Seriptures daily, whether the things Paul told 
them were really so, Acts 17:11. [i any one, 
then, whether he he Catholic, or Reformed, or 
Lutheran, causes and continues to cattse such di- 
visions and offenses, we must avoid him, This 
is the plain meaning of v. 17, and no other mean- 
ing may be read into the text. 

Why do men hesitate to apply this text to 
Christians who depart from the doctrine we have 
learned from the Bible? And why do they de- 
plore it when it is done? The reason seems to 
he a misunderstanding of vy. 18: “For they that 
are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but 
their own belly; and by good words and fair 
speeches deceive the hearts of the simple.” This 
verse is explained to mean that Paul is here 
speaking of men who are enemies of Christ, gross 
belly-servers, and deliberate deceivers, and only 
they that are such we should mark and avoid, and 
if this description does not fit an errorist, then 
v. 17 does not apply to him. However, this in- 
terpretation does violence to the text. For the 
words “they that are such” does not point for- 
ward to what we read in y. 18, but they point 
backward to what is said in v. 17. Paul does not 
say we should mark and avoid such as do not 
serve the Lord Jesus, but their own belly, and de- 
ceive the hearts of the simple; but he says, Mark 
and avoid those who cause divisions and offenses 
contrary to the doctrine we have learned, for they 
that are such, namely such as cause divisions and 
offenses contrary to the doctrine, do not serve 
the Lord Jesus, but their own belly, and they de- 
ceive the hearts of the simple. 

It is an undeniable fact that among those who 
have caused and are still causing divisions and 
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offenses in‘the Church by teaching doctrines con- 
trary to the Word of God there were many whom 
we may not charge with having been enemies of 
Christ, selfish belly-servers, and deliberate de- 
ceivers. Rather they were men, who, though 
they erred in their teaching and caused many to 
go astray, were sincere in their convictions, did 
not seek personal gain and glory, but they were 
true Christians. No one will deny that also out- 
side of the orthodox Lutheran Church there have 
heen, and there still are, great preachers of the 
Gospel, consecrated missionaries, sincere men, 
who sought not their own advantage, but suffered 
privations and persecutions for Christ’s sake, and 
were helpful in leading sinners to the Savior. 
In those truths which one must know for his sal- 
vation they stood foursquare- on the Gospel. 
However in other points of doctrine they erred, 
because they misunderstood certain Scripture 
texts. On the good foundation, Jesus Christ, 
they built “wood, hay, stubble,” 1 Cor. 3:11, 12. 
While in obedience to the injunction of Paul in 
vy. 17 we cannot have church fellowship with 
these people, we are by no means ready to say that 
they are all enemies of Christ, belly-servers, and 
deliberate deceivers. It simply is uot truc that 
every priest and preacher and laymember in the 
Catholic, the Reformed, and in other Lutheran 
Churches is such a person. I[f, then, this text 
is restricted to those who, we are told. can be 
recognized as enemies of Christ, etc., then this 
text 1s applicable to very few, if any, false teach- 
crs. 

If we are to mark and avoid those division 
makers who are enemies of Christ, ete., then we 
must be able to recognize them as such. Is that 
possible? Can we look into their hearts? They 
will not be so foolish as to reveal themselves as 
such, but will rather studiously avoid every ap- 
pearance of being such. They will come in 
“sheep’s clothing,” and pose as champions of the 
truth, so that it is nmnpossible for us to mark 
and recognize them, Later perhaps, when the 
damage is done, it may sometimes happen that 
people discover that their leaders were from the 
very beginning enemies of Christ and base de- 
ceivers; but such cases are rare. But at the time, 
when they were first causing such divisions and 
offenses, their followers certainly did not, and 
could not, recognize them as non-Christian, scl- 
fish persons, who came with the intent to deceive. 
If, then, the text means that we are to mark and 
avoid those whom we know to be enemics of 
Christ, ete., then Paul would be asking an im- 
possible thing of us. 

But fet us assume that from the very outset 
we could recognize these men as enemies of 
Christ, selfish persons, and deliberate deceivers, 
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then the admonition of Paul to mark and avoid 
them would be superfluous. [IFor what Christian 
need be told that he must mark and avoid those 
whom he recognises as enemies of his Lord and 
Savior Jesus Christ? What man must be told 
that he must not follow a person whom he recog- 
niges as one who would draw disciples after him 
for his own gain and glory? And, above all, 
what man of sense, even if he were not a Chris- 
tian, will allow himself to be deceived by one 
whom he recognises as a deliberate deceiver? It 
is possible that Christians are led astray by those 
whom they do not recognize as enemies of Chirist, 
gross belly servers, and deliberate deceivers, but 
never by those whom they recognize as such. 

To summarize. If vy, 18 really meant what 
this new interpretation would have it mean, then 
y. 17 would apply to very few that cause divisions 
and offenses contrary to the doctrine of the Bible. 
And even these few we could not recognize, be- 
cause we can not look into their hearts to sce 
whether they are such enemies of Christ, ete. 
And finally, the admonition of Paul would be 
superfluous, as not even a simple Christian will 
let himself be deceived by one whom he recog- 
nizes as an enemy of Christ, as a selfish belly 
server, and as a base deceiver. 


Now what does v. 18 really mean? This verse 


-does not tell us WHOM we are to mark and 


avoid —this we learn from vy. 17 — but it tells 
us WHY we should avoid those who cause divi- 
sions and offenses by teaching otherwise than 
God’s Word teaches. This is clearly indicated by 
the connective “for” (Greek: “gar’”). This cannot 
be understood as introducing a limiting clause, 
which would restrict the “mark” and “avoid” to 
those only whom we can recognize as enemies of 
Christ, ete., but it gives the reason why we should 
avoid them that cause divisions and offenses con- 
trary to the doctrine of the Bible. 

Note further the words “ they that are such,” 
“hot toioutoi.” These words positively link up 
the following statement in v. 18 with the preced- 
ing statement in v. 17. The m PaUning, therefore, 
is that in being such as cause divisions and of- 
fenses contrary to the doctrine, they do not serve 
Christ ; in being such they serve their own belly: 
in being such they deceive the simple. The words 
“they that are such” limit the statements of v. 18 
to the activity of these men mentioned in vy. 17. 
Neither the text nor the context suggest that y. 
18 must be understood as a description of their’ 
private lives and their personal attitude toward 
Christ, and it is contrary to sound hermeneutical 
principles to inject thoughts that are foreign to 
the text. Paul does not say that, aside from 
teaching false doctrines, these men are also ene- 
mies of Christ, selfish persons who serve their 
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own interests, and deliberate deceivers, but he 
says that only in this one point that they are caus- 
ing divisions and offenses contrary to the doc- 
trine of Christ they are not serving the Lord, 
but their own belly, and are deceiving the simple. 
When Jesus called Peter a satan, Matt. 16:23, 
He did not mean to say that personally Peter had 
ceased to be a Christian — for what Peter had 
said was prompted by love and concern for his 
Master —— but only in this one point that Peter 
tried to dissuade Christ from going up to Jeru- 
salem to suffer and die, he was not serving Christ. 
Even so here. The words “hoi toioutoi” simply 
forbid us to understand v. 18 as a general de- 
scription of the personal lives of the men men- 
tioned in vy. 17, and compel us to limit the state- 
ments of y. 18 to their activity in causing divi- 
sions and offenses contrary to the doctrine. 

We stated above that not all who in the past 
or at present have caused and are causing divi- 
sions and offenses in the Church by teaching error 
were and are non-Christians. And the words in 
vy. 18 cannot and do not mean that they are 
such. Nevertheless, Paul says that they do not 
serve the Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly, 
and that they do deceive the simple. Paul is 
here not judging the hearts of these men, but their 
activity, inasmuch as they are teaching erroneous 


doctrines, they are not serving the Lord, but their. 


own belly, and are deceiving simple Christians. 
When we, therefore, apply Rom. 16:17, 18 to 
Catholics, Reformed, or even Lutherans, who 
teach and support false doctrine, we are not in 
the least judging their hearts, stigmatizing them 
as enemies of Christ, selfish persons, and base 
deceivers, but we are merely judging their ac- 
tivity, namely, that in teaching “other doctrines” 
they are not serving the Lord, but their own belly 
and are deceiving the people. We judge what 
these men are doing according to v. 17, and only 
inasmuch as they are doing this v. 18 applies to 
them. 

What, then, does it mean, “They that are such 
serve not our Lord Jesus Christ”? The English 
word “serve” may mean to comply with one’s 
command, and in this sense it would fit in our 
text. But often it means to help some one, to 
further his interests, without being expressly 
commanded to do so. In the Fourth Command- 
ment we distinguish between “serve and obey.” 
Now it is true, by causing divisions and offenses 
‘contrary to the doctrine of the Bible the cause of 
our Lord is not furthered and helped. Yet this 
is not the import of the Greek word “douleuein” 
used in our text. Says Kittel (quoted by FE. C. 
Malte, in C. T. M., Vol. XIX, p. 35): “Denn da, 
wo es ziun ‘douleuein’ kommt, ist jede menschliche 
Autonomie bescitigt und cin fremder Wille dem 


eigenen uebergeordnet. Der ‘doulos’ ist cviner, 
der nicht nur keine Moeglichkeit besitzt, sich 
einer ihm aufgetragenen Arbeit zu entzichen, 
sondern nicht cinmal das Recht hat, sich fuer 
irgend etwas zu entscheiden, der vielmehr nur 
dass zu tun hat, was cin anderer getan haben will, 
und das zu unterlassen, was cin anderer unter- 
lassen haben will.” “Douleucin’” means to act 
like a slave, “doulos,” to Go what he is told to do, 
and not to do what someone does not want him to 
do. Where the master has spoken, the “doulos”’ 
has absolutely no freedom of choice and action. 
We Christians are the “douloi” of Christ, and 
where our Master has spoken, we have no free- 
dom to think and teach and act otherwise. And 
what does our Master Jesus Christ tell us? He 
tells us that only then are we His disciples if 
we continue in His Word, John 8:31, and He 
charges us that we teach all things He has com- 
manded us and only these things, Matt. 28:20. 
The men mentioned in v. 17 of our text are not 
doing this, they cause divisions and offeuses by 
teaching what is beside or even contrary to the 
Word of the Master. And in so doing they are 
not the “douloi” of Christ, in so doing they do 
not serve and obey the Master. Therefore the 
words “serve not our Lord Jesus Christ” do not 
mean that these people are enemies of Christ and 
no Christians, but they simply mean that in this 
one respect, namely, in causing divisions and of- 
fenses contrary to the doctrine, they are not doing 
what Christ wants them to do, they are not obey- 
ing or serving Christ. 

The word “douleuein” is used also in con- 
nection with the following phrase, “but their 
own belly,’ and must therefore be taken in the 
same sense. What is meant by “belly’? The 
Greek word “koilia” means a hollow or cavity, as 
of the hody, the stomach, the heart, or the hollow 
of the head. In our text the word certainly can- 
not be taken in its literal sense. Jéven they who 
interpret it to refer to the carnal or selfish de- 
sires and interests of man take the word in a 
tropical sense. It is possible that selfishness, 
vainglory, the desire to be a leader in a new move- 
ment may prompt a man to cause divisions in the 
Church and to draw disciples after him, but this 
is certainly not true in most cases. It is rather 
the mind, the reason of man that leads him 
astray. He reads his Bible, but what he reads 
does not agree with his way of thinking, hence he 
interprets the text according to his own ration- 
alizations. Thus, in explaining the words of in- 
stitution of the Lord’s Supper Reformed theo- 
logians do not simply accept the words of Christ 
as they read, but they “obey” their reason which 
tells them that the body and blood of Christ can- 
not possibly be in, with and under the bread and 
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wine. It also happens that a person misunder- 
stands a text and arrives at a wrong doctrine. 
In all this a person may be perfeetly sincere, and 
ix not secking personal advantages for himself. 
I*alse doctrines do not originate in the belly of 
man, taking the word in its original sense, but 
they originate in his mind and heart. 

But in our text Paul does use the word 
“belly,” and the question is, may we understand 
this word of the activities of the mind? In Job 
15:35 we read: “Their belly prepareth deceit.” 
Speaking of his opinions, Job speaks of the spirit 
of his belly, 32: 17-19. In Prov. 18:8 we read 
that the words of a talebearer “go down into the 
imnermost parts of the belly.’ The Septuagint 
translates the Hebrew “beten” with “‘koilia,” and 
we may not doubt that Paul was familiar with this 
usage. Also Christ uses the word “koilia? in 
John 7:38, “Out of his belly shall flow rivers of 
living water.” While this is figurative speech 
stil “the word belly here means the innermost 
heart of the believer, which pours forth spiritual 
refreshment.” (Vincent, Word Studies.) The 
use of the word “Kkoilia’ in the sense of a man’s 
wart, mind, is well established.  Schirlitz, Neu- 
Test. Lexikon, says: “Koilia ~- das Innere des 
Menschen als Zentrum der geistigen Fachigkei- 
en.” Phayer has this: “In imitation of the He- 
orew “Deten’ tropically, the innermost part of man, 
he soul, heart, the seat of thought, fecling, 
choice.” Gesenius: “Das Innere des Menschen, 
wo er denkt, emptindet, wie Brust, Herz.” It is 
verfectly Scriptural to take the word “koilia” in 
he sense of man’s mind, heart, reason. And in 
this sense it fits beautifully into our text, fits also 
with the word “doulcuein.” In teaching things 
aside from and contrary to the Word of God these 
men, mentioned in v. 17, were not obeying the 
Lord Jesus Christ, but their own mind, their own 
thoughts and ideas, their own “belly.” 


Especially the words “with good words and 
fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple” 
clearly shows that they must be understood with 
reference to the activity of these men. Here Paul 
states that in causing divisions and offenses con- 
trary to the doctrine of the Word these men were 
deceiving the simple, who were not well grounded 
im the knowledge of the true doctrines. How- 
ever, Paul does not say that these men came “with 
the sinister purpose of deceiving hearers,” the 
word “exapatoosin” does not carry this connota- 
tion. (See 1 Cor. 3:18; no man will intention- 
ally deceive himself.) Nor do the words “with 
good words and fair speeches” imply deliberate 
mtent to deceive. No errorist has ever presented 
his error for what it really is, but supports it with 
plausible arguments and so-called Scripture proof. 
What in the judgment of Paul, who knew the 
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truth, were but specious arguments and pretty 
talking on the part of the errorists, were not 
necessarily intended to be such by the errorist 
himself. Perhaps these men were thernselves de- 
ceived by the rationalization of their own 
“Koilia.” Paul is, therefore, not judging the 
seeret intents of the heart, but simply stating an 
objective fact. The men who teach doctrines at 
variance with the Word of God do not always 
intend to deceive, and if they did, it would he 
impossible for us to discover it, but the fact re- 
mains that they do deceive those who follow them. 
The three statements in v. 18, “Serve not our 
Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly, and de- 
ceive the hearts of the simple,” do not deseribe 
the private lives of these men and their personal 
relation to Christ, but must, as the words “FYoi 
tojoutor” show, be limited to their activity in 
causing divisions and offenses that are contrary 
to the doctrine of the Bible, and it is in the light 
of this activity that they must be understood, In 
this way all parts of the text are closely and har- 
moniously integrated with each other. 


re. W. A. Korucer, D.D. 
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@ The American Legion and 
Joint Prayer 

We herewith wish to pass on to our readers 
what we consider a more or less important docu- 
ment concerning the position of the American 
Legion with respect to formal religious observ- 
ances such as joint prayers, and the like. Tt has 
been in our files for some time, and we believe 
that others, too, will welcome having it on hand 
for ready reference. 7 

Under the heading, “Commander's Message, 
the Jowa Legionaire of December 17, 1945, on 
p- 1, published the following communication 
from Commander Ralph R. Stuart: 

“FELLOW LEGIONAIRES: The use of 
prayers in connection with American Legion ac- 
The Legion is a patri- 
otic organization and does not INSIST on formal 
religious observances such as joint prayer, and 
the like. 
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“Again and again, objections are heard in 
various parts of the state to religious features 
connected with Legion activities. There are 
even cases where veterans refuse to afhliate with 
our organization because of objections on con- 
scientious grounds to the fact that formal re- 
ligious practice is carried on. 

“This eventuality was taken into consideration 
at the time of the adoption of the original 
Manual of Ceremonies in 1921, and has not been 
lost sight of since. For that reason, the follow- 
ing statement appears totally, or in part, in a 
number of places in the Manual: 

‘In place of the following prayer, the 
chaplain may deliver one of his own of the 
same length or general tenor. If any 
member of the post objects on conscien- 
tious grounds, the prayer shall be omitted 
and the thirty seconds’ silence in honor 
of the dead observed, provided the same 
is so ordered by the majority of the mem- 
bers present.’ 

“And in the Foreword of the 
read the following paragraph: 

‘The funeral service may be varied in 
accordance with the religious belief of the 
deceased comrade. Great care has been 
exercised in the compilation of the Manual 
so that it would contain no objectionable 
material to persons of any religious creed.’ 
“These statements express the spirit of the 

Legion, and lead me, as department commander, 
to urge all posts in which objections are voiced 
by one member or more, to order that prayers 
be omitted and that programs be adjusted ac- 
cordingly. The principle to be observed at all 
tines is this: Legion affairs should be so con- 
ducted that no good American citizen could feel 
constrained to remain out of membership because 
of religious scruples.” 

The Missouri Synod in 1945 issued a Report 
on Veterans’ Organizations, and only recently the 
Wisconsin Synod issued a similar report under 
the title Veterans’ Organizations Examined in the 
Light of Scripture. (Northwestern Publishing 
House, Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 23 pp. 10 cents 
per copy; 96 cents per dozen.) 

Some time ago the discussion of military rites 
at funerals, at the suggestion of one of its mem- 
bers, by the Men’s Club of the congregation of 
the writer, provoked such interest, that the club 
decided to invite all service men and ex-service 
men of the congregation to a subsequent meet- 
ing, at which ihe sohole subject of veterans’ or- 
ganizations was to be discussed. 

This should prove a timely topic for discus- 
sion for any men’s club or similar organization. 

P. H. Burcnorr. 
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ON THE UNION FRONT 


a A 
Political Prayers 


A writer in the Lutheran (July 28, p. 34) 
seems to like prayers at political conventions, but 
he evidently did not like the one delivered by a 
Missouri Synod man this year. He observes: 
“For us Lutherans the eloquent and widely known 
Dr. Walter Maier, appeared Were 
one inclined toward the American habit of § wise 
cracking,’ he might observe that Dr. Maier made 
it plain to the God of nations that the United 
States government has need of an outstandingly 
fearless, wise and energetic chief executive operat- 
ing in the nation’s capital at this very critical 
time. It could be inferred also that God was in 
process of learning what was wrong in Washing- 
ton. The party leaders must not expect to hide 
from His all-seeing eye nor could they longer 
plead in ignorance of their past iniquities. 

“After re-reading the prayer as it was quoted 
in the local press, we sought to discern its tmpli- 
cations and to face the weight of hostility to God 
which places so much and so great responsibility 
on the officers of state and nation... . 

Those churchmen who are affiliated with the 

political prayer mania finally get to the point 
where they want to utter prayers ¢ and have prayers 
uttered in their behalf on just about any ee 
Another writer in the Lutheran (December 
1947, ». 12) took sharp objection to the U. S 
State Department’s admirable position that “re- 
ligious ceremonies are not included on the 
agenda” of United Nations meetings. The 
writer answers: “Why couldn’t the various view- 
points and practices of religion, represented in 
UL N., be given the chance to lead in praver in 
their own way ? Is all the light avaiable 
heing focused upon the terrific problems before 
U.N. without corporate prayer by the representa- 
tives? Must U.N. be limited in its search for 
divine guidance to the private prayers of dele- 
gates and of countless numbers of individual 
citizens? In other words, is the fullest guidance 
available unless U. N. delegates practice some 
form of corporate prayer themselves?” 

Now, really. How much “divine guidance” 
could be expected of “corporate prayer” led by a 
Suddhist or Mohammedan or liberal so-called 


Christian who denies the atonement through 
God’s Son?’ To this end those must come who 


start by ignoring Rom. 16, 17 and other warnings 
of God’s Word. This is but one phase of the 
story of confessional deterioration among the 
Lutheran Churches of America. 
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The Drive to Join the N. L. C. 

There is a desire to join the National Luther- 
an Council, on the part of a small clement within 
the Missouri Synod. At the convention of the 
Inglish District this year the motion to table the 
resolution memorializing Synod to join the N. L. 
C. was lost by a small margin. One delegate, a 
layman, spoke up in opposition to the committee's 
proposed resolution, The connnittee’s resolution 
carried, with sight changes. The layman is to be 
congratulated, for the resolution made such wild 
claims as that “the divisions which remain between 
the Lutheran synods of America constitute 
schism, not sectarianism.” This clearly implies 
that there are no inter-synodical doctrinal differ- 
ences left. It will be interesting to hear the proof, 
that the current denials of verbal and plenary in- 
spiration of the Scripture, as well as its authority, 
are all orthodox. That would be only the begin- 
ning. tn faet, the resolution contradicted itself 
by insisting that “the conservative voice which the 
Missouri Synod should supply” be heard “in the 
councils of world Lutheranism.” The clainy was 
also advanced that the term “unionism” ought to 
he applied “to fellowship between Lutheran and 
Reformed groups” only, Even that erroneous 
definition (copied from the Lutheran HWitness of 
December 30, 1947, p. 426) stamps the majority 
of “Lutheran groups” in America as unionistic: 
for they were officially fellowshipping with the 
Reformed at the Amsterdam meeting of the 
World Council of Churches this month of Au- 
vust. 


The Direction of the N. L. C. 


Which direction is the National Lutheran 
Council taking? = The answer may be summed up 
inone word: Union. We quote from a summary 
of the mitial pronouncement of Dr. Paul C. Em- 
pie, the new director of the Council: “The Council 
iy influencing future merger action by the 
Churches, he points out, by: demonstrating 
through efficient administration the advantages of 
working together; bringing leaders of the bodies 
together on constructive instead of competitive 
isstes; increasing opportunities for working on 
the basis of national and global prospectives, sub- 
limating lesser issues.” (Lutheran Flerald, May 
11, p. 474; empahsis in original.) 

The independence of cach body within the 
N.L.C. used to be stressed at great Iength. Now 
the stress is turning to this new angle, the promo- 
tion of ultimate organic union through coopera- 
tion. 


Where Do We Go from Here? 


_ This question is posed by the Lutheran Herald 
{February 24 1948, p. 180). The answer is in- 


teresting. It describes the Council meeting just 
held: “It is quite apparent that there is among 
the councillors no consensus as to the ultimate 
objectives of the Council. The two possible ex- 
tremes were slated in the course of one discus- 
sion. 

“One man stated categorically that he consid- 
ered that the Council’s program was for the pres- 
ent quite complete and that he favored little ex- 
pansion for the time being. That is the one ex- 
treme. It implies that the Council shall confine 
itself strictly to its functions as an agency; that 
the fields of its endeavor shall be strictly limited 
to such areas as in no sense impinge upon congre- 
gational affairs; and that the Council does not 
necessarily mark an intermediate step toward 
eventual union. Briefly stated, that means “freez- 
ing’ the scope of the Council at approximately its 
present position. 

“The other extreme was expressed by another 
councillor who conceived of the Council as eni- 
bodying a pattern of ever-increasing expansion of 
functions, with union of the participating bodies 
at least implied as the ultimate objective. This 
would no doubt involve some degree of surrender 
of the sovereignty of the bodies. We were inter- 
ested to note that Dr. Ralph H. Long, executive 
director, stressed the unity angle in a communi- 
cation to the Council (illness prevented him from 
being present).” (Dr. Long died shortly there- 
after and was succeeded by Dr. Empie — A. V. 
K.) “which seemed to indicate that he, in part 
at least, shares this view. Since the Richmond 
meeting, a speaker at the Lutheran Foreign Mis- 
sions Conference promulgated a like program, ¢s- 
pecially as regards Foreign Missions. 

“We have for years held this view, realizing 
that it would have to be conceived of as the ideal, 
not to he attained overnight but to be approached 
by slow degrees. Seeing little on the horizon 
which indicates a possibility of organic union on 
any other basis, we have felt that a gradual ex- 
pansion of co-operative effort through the agency 
of the Council offers the best antidote to a too 
rigid acceptance of the status quo as being perma- 
nent. 

“On the other hand, it cannot be denied that 
the first view is considerably more realistic. The 
bodies have proved that they can work together 
successfully in the fields which are now occupying 
the attention of the Council — Public Relations, 
Welfare, Student Service, American Missions, 
Service to the Armed Forces, International Rela- 
tions. It may well be the part of wisdom to per- 
fect what is already being done. 

Yet it can scarcely be said that the Council 
has attained the stature of ‘manhood’ as long as 
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these two extremes, and a number of variants 
between them, are freely discussed by the council- 
lors. “Phat seems rather a sign of continuing 
adolescence.” (Emphasis in original.) 

Missourians will do well to keep all these facts 
in mind when the subject of N. L. C. membership 
is under consideration. Once momentum on the 
N, L. C. toboggan-slide is attained, it will be 
painfully hard to stop. 


Freedom of Conscience a la Legion 

The Rib Lake, Wisconsin, case received some 
notice among Lutheran periodicals. Most con- 
cise of the reports is in the Lutheran of Septem- 
ber 24, 1947, p. 7, which reads as follows: “Be- 
cause praying with other Christians is ‘a denial 
of our faith, about 25 Lutherans have threatened 
io rexien from the Rib Lake, Wisconsin, Ameri- 
ean Legion post. Members of the Joint Synod 
of Wisconsin — allied with the Missouri Synod 
in the Synodical Conference — the men disap- 
prove the use of a prayer to open Legion incetings. 

“The Rev. R.A. Gurgel, local Wisconsin 
"Synod pastor, protested that the prayer ‘conflicts 
with the synod confessional principle of not 
joining in prayer with members of other faiths, 

“The organization’s state adjutant said that 
‘the prayer will stay in, of course,’ 
that it had been written by the combined efforts 
of leading clerics of many faiths and had been 
used by the legion for nearly 25 years.” 


To our sister Synod we say: On Wisconsin! 
A.V. Kusrrr. 


® Review of Publications 


Evening Bells at Bethany. Norman A. Mad- 
son, Dean Bethany Lutheran Seminary. 
548 inches, 152 pages. Lutheran Synod 
Book Co., Bethany Lutheran College, Man- 
kato, Minnesota. Price: $2.00. 


The Rev. Norman A. Madson some years 
avo feft the Norwegian merger church known 
today as the “TEvangelical Lutheran Church,” be- 
cause of its insistence on toleration of false teach- 
ing and unionism, and joined the fellowship of 
the Synodical Conference. He is today dean at 
Bethany College, educational institution of our 
Norwegian Synod brethren. 

The present publication contains forty-two 
brief addresses delivered at the evening devotions 
of Bethany College and printed by request. They 
center about sin and grace as every truly Chris- 
tian address should, deal with Christian faith 


He explained. 
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and life, and constantly keep before the reader the 
heliever’s eventual goal. They are truth-cen- 
tered, Christ-centered, and orthodox — _ not 
merely “conservative,” which is the best that can 
he said for so many other similar publications 
today. Luther is used copiously, as are many 
of our fine Christian hymns, {Every one of these 
addresses has the right ring, evangelically pre- 
senting instruction, admonition, comfort, and 
warning, There is a great variety of theme in 
the addresses, and they are thoroughly “up-to- 
date” in the best sense of the word. One medita- 
tion, for instance, consists wholly of observations 
on Dr. Niemoeller’s theology as professed on the 
accasion of his visit at Concordia Seminary, St. 
Louts, Missouri; another consists entirely of a 
poetic meditation, “What’s in HIS Name?”, on 
Is. 9, 6, 

Here is profitable reading for all, whether 
they be pastors or lay people. It is most desirable 
i this day, when so much indifferent and harmful 
literature is being published under the Lutheran 
name, that there be more publications like vening 
Bells at Bethany made available to our people. 
We hope and trust that our Norwegian Synod 
brethren and others among us within the Synodi- 
cal Conference who stand for the whole truth as 
it is in Christ Jesus and nothing but that truth 
may be encouraged by a wide demand for this 
book to make further contributions to that end. 
_ When the present reviewer had finished read- 
ing these addresses, he felt that they would serve 
excellently for family devotions in his home, and 
their daily use for that purpose has served to 
deepen that conviction. ‘Chey will provide fine 
material for such devotions especially where there 
are older children in the home. 

May God richly bless this book! 


P,. H. Bureporr. 
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that if you would preach the Gospel and he help- 
ful to people, then you must also be sharp and rub 
salt into the wounds, that is, show up what is 


@ “Ye Are the Salt of the Earth” 


“The world could perhaps still endure it if 


we were to preach aright about Christ and all of 
the articles of faith. But when we want to lay hold 
of the world and season it with salt by telling it 
that its wisdom and sanctity are of no worth, 
yes, that it is blind and damned, it can and will 
not endure this. It then charges preachers with 
being able to do nothing but scold and bite. We 
must endure it if this is called disturbing the 
peace’of the world and creating discord, and 
maligning divine order and good works. . . . 
It is wrong that some now sophistically assert, 
that it is sufficient if a preacher tells everyone 
what is right and simply preaches the Gospel; 
that one dare not attack the pope, bishops, prin- 
ces, and other dignitaries or persons, whereby 
much discord and strife arises. But the truth is 


contrary to it, and rebuke what is not right.” 

Luther on Matt. 5:13, St. Louis Ed. VU, 
407f. (Translated and submitted by a layman, 
N. T.) 


@ The Parable of the Hickory-Tree 


It was not told to me as a parable, but it will 
serve as one nevertheless. I will repeat it as it 
was told me by an Ozark blacksmith. 

“You see,” he said, pointing to the front axle 
of a farm-wagon in his shop, “these axles last. ° 
My father cut this from the heart of a hickory- 
tree twenty years ago, and it is still good. It 
does not bend or crack or break. It was taken 


130 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


Published in the Interest of Ecumenical Lutheranism 
By the Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau 
(One Dollar Per Year) 


Editor... cee eee ene a eve t ener sconece Rev. Paul H. Burgdorf 
Assistant EGitor.. cece ee erence ene ee rer enee Rev. J. Buenger 
Managing Editor...... ies Srajecezerece Rev. Theo. Dierks, 8. T. D. 
Contributing Editors... . cece ee ee eee eee Rev. A. V. Kuster, 
Rev. A. T. Kretzmann 

tev. W. H. McLaughlin, M.S. T, 


Correspondent for Foreign Affairs..Rev, Martin W, Strasen 
Subscription Mamager......++.+-++e+e+-+..Rev. Eldor Mueller 
Circulation Manager.. ...Rev, E. Wiedbusch 


Articles intended for publication are to be addressed to 
the office of publication: Box 173, Clinton, Iowa. 


Subscriptions ($1.00 per year) are to be sent to 
Rev. Eldor Mueller, 910 Second Avenue, Sterling, Illinois. 
Please notify us promptly of any change of address, 


Officers of the C. L. P. LB. 
President... ccc reece cece reecerees tev. I, T. Lams, 
1100 South East Avenue, Oak Park, Illinois 
Virst Vice-President. ......eeeeeeeeeee Rev. Arthur C. Dahms 
2046 I'remont Street, Chicago 14, Illinois 
Second Vice-President...... lev. W. HR. McLaughlin, M.S. 'T. 
984 Lilac Street, Pittsburgh 17, Pennsylvania 
BOCrOtary nec vee cc ne ree wena deca tema ee eee Rey. A. V. Kuster 


D. D. 


DregSUre?s.s.6.44c60. 6.000 28 wae oe Pee eae Nee Rev. E. Wiedbusch 
Blizabeth, Wlinois 
Directors 
John Bich, Attorney-at-Law............ 
Herbert Lussky, M. D.....c1ee eee ee ee eee 
Albert H, Knopp... sc... cece eee eee eee Chicago, 


.-Chicago, Illinois 
.Evanston, Illinois 
Illinois 


Inquiries concerning the C. L. P. B. are to be directed 
to the Secretary. ‘ 
Membership fees are to be sent to Rev. Eldor Mueller, 
910 Second Ave., Sterling, Illinois. Regular membership is 
$2.00 per year. Contributing membership $5.00 a year. 
Sustaining membership $10.00 or more per year. Wach type 
of membership includes a subscription to the ‘Confessional 
Lutheran,” 
TRACT Illinois. 


DEPARTMENT: Box 4, Elizabeth, 


from a lone tree. My father used to travel over 
the hills in search of sound lumber, and if he 
found a good tree, he would purchase it as it 
stood and cut it into timbers for his shop. By 
experience he found that the strongest wood was 
taken from trees that stood alone. So he would 
Select hickories that grew in an open space, a 
clearing or a bare hillside, or in a pasture, and 
of these he would make his best axles and wagon- 
tongues. It seems that those trees which stood 
alone were by far the strongest. They had stood 
up under the storms where there was no protec- 
tion, and their wood was of the finest grain and 
strong as stecl. You can’t break these tongues 
and axles.” 

No one who has read the early history of our 
Church can fail to note the aptness of the com- 
parison. We can go back as far as Luther. He 
stood alone when he challenged the Roman doc- 
trine of indulgence. He stood alone at Worms 
when he defended freedom of conscience before 
the greatest powers of the age. And when well- 


meaning politicians urged him to compromise with 
fanatics and sectarians because “in unity there 
would be strength,” he again elected to stand 
alone. As a result he was called intolerant, un- 
charitable, arrogant. Yet he was a man of peace, 
who was ever willing to meet with trustful, even 
childlike, eagerness any opponent whose attitude 
seemed to show an interest in the truth. He was 
a fighter only by compulsion. “If only our ene- 
mics would leave us alone,” was his oft-repeated 
sigh. Anxious for peace, but ever as anxious 
to avoid a compromise — so Luther stood alone. 

Read the early volumes of Der Lutheraner 
and note how the Lutheran Church in America 
was lined up in solid array against our Synod, 
how sectarians who tried to uproot what was 
then a tender sprout labored with might and 
main to distort our teaching and wrote down Dr. 
Walther and his associates as ill-balanced fanat- 
ics and bigots, who could never hope to find an 
audience in America for such doctrines as they 
held. Under these attacks our Synod pros- 


. pered amazingly. Not because of the great gifts 


of its leaders, but because it stood for the simple 
meaning of the Bible. And there is no power 
on earth or under the earth that can isolate that 
teaching. For that we have Christ’s own Word 
and promise. Those who fight against us simply 
add to our strength. All campaigns against us 
have failed. We have done our work, standing 
alone. They tried to kill our. testimony in the 
army-camps (during World War I — P. H. B.), 
compelled us to build huts on the far outskirts, 
gave us the late afternoon for services, and, be- 
hold, the huts were never large enough to con- 
tain the crowds which came to hear our preach- 
ing. And so in the missions at home and abroad. 
Failures there have been, but all of our own 
making, 

The weapon has not yet been forged that can 
succeed against us as long as we simply abide by 
the Lutheran Confessions. It is the devil’s own 
deception that would lead us to think that with 
our “strictness” we cannot succeed. Why, it is 
this “strictness” that makes people sure of their 
faith, whereas elsewhere they find doubts and 
uncertainty. God commands us to stand alone 
if that must be, but to stand with Jesus. All the 
saints of old, the heroes of the cleventh chapter 
of Hebrews, the men who reformed the Church 
and laid the foundation of human freedom, stood 
alone. And so do we, not from necessity, but 
by choice. Nothing could weaken us so much 
as the company of those who allow man’s word 
to stand beside God’s Word. There is no 
slavery like that of churches ridden by “great 
churchmen.” Our forefathers emigrated — to 
America in order to escape it. Those who want 
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to inoculate the Missouri Synod with a desire for 
government by machine have a job on their hands. 
Th. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 1925, p. 
ILI1f. 
(Nore: Cf. “Two Ways of Killing a Tree,” 
Lutheran Witness, 1918, p. 234, reprinted in Con- 
fessional Lutheran, December, 1945.) 


@ Unity Which Is Contrary 
to the Word of God 


“The true Christian religion will again be 
taken from us because of the wisdom of the 
worldly-wise, who want to establish a peace and 
unily which is contrary to the Word of God.” — 
After Luther’s death a slip of paper with the 
words just quoted written upon it was found on 
his desk. So the Lutheran Sentinel has  re- 
ported. These are, then, very likely the last 
written words of the great Reformer, and he was 
also among the prophets when he wrote them. 
It is well for us all to study and to take to heart 
this warning of the faithful witness of our age. 
Tirst of all let us seck to determine what he meant 
by a peace and unity which is contrary to God’s 
Word. : 
Where did Luther Stand? 

Luther is famous among all Protestants for 
his stand at Worms; infamous in the sight of 
many for his stand at Marburg. At Marburg 
in Hessia a conference was held in 1529 between 
representatives of the two great parties of 
Protestantism -—— the Lutherans and the Re- 
formed. Luther was there and also Zwingli, 
They were divided in a number of doctrines, 
There, at Marburg, they agreed, at least for the 
time being, in all but one. Agreement was 
reached at Marburg on Baptism, as a washing of 
regeneration; on original sin; on the means of 
grace. Agreement could not he attained on the 
doctrine — of the real presence of the true 
body and blood of the Lord in the Sacrament. 


The Spirit of Zwingli 

When it had become apparent that unity in 
this doctrine could not be effected, Zwingli said, 
“Let us confess our union in all things in which 
we agree, and, as for the rest, let us remember 
that we are brethren. There will never be peace 
among us if, while we maintain the grand doctrine 
of salvation by faith, we cannot differ on second- 
ary points.” This is the stand of every unionist. 
He has the spirt of Zwingli, a spirit which to 
many sincere Christians scems holy. D’Aubigne, 
the Reformed historian, whose “Listory of the 
Reformation” we have been quoting, adds this 
personal comment to the offer made to Luther by 


Zwingli: “Such is in fact the true principle of 
Christian union. The sixteenth century was 
still too deeply sunk in scholasticism to under- 
stand this. Let us hope that the nineteenth cen- 
tury will comprehend it better.” Now the hope 
of the unionist is that the twentieth century will 
bring about the triumph of Zwingli; but this 
would amount to a complete repudiation of the 
stand taken at Marburg by Luther. 
The Spirit of Luther 
What was and is the spirit of Luther and of 
every true disciple who does not pretend to he 
above his master? Luther’s answer to Zwingli’s 
offer was, “You have a spirit that differs from 
ours.” He said ita number of times — earnestly, 
emphatically. “These words communicated to 
the Swiss as it were an electric shock,” reports 


D’Aubigne. These words were and are shock- 
ing to every zealous unionist. They jar him to 
his inmost being. —- It may well be that when 


Luther said this he did not consider Zwingli to 
be a Christian at all. We are happy to report 
that, as the conference continued, Luther’s 
opinion of the man and his followers was al- 
tered in their favor. Luther himself finally 
composed the following paragraph: “Although 
at the present we are not agreed on the question 
whether the real body and blood of Christ are 
corporeally present in the bread and wine, yet 
both the interested parties shall cherish more and 
more a truly Christian charity for one another, 
so far as conscience permits; and we will all 
carnestly implore the Lord to condescend by His 
Spirit to confirm us in the sound doctrine.” It is 
evident from the above that Luther was now 
willing to admit the Christianity of his opponents. 
Nevertheless, he did not enter into fraternal re- 
lations with them. One doctrine divided them. 
It was alone enough to keep them divided, This 
was and is the spirit of Luther. It tolerates 
fellowship only with those who accept each and 
every doctrine of the Word of God. Dr. Krauss, 
in his “Lebensbilder der Christlichen Kirche,” 
quotes Luther as follows on the parting of the 
ways from Marburg: “The Reformed theologians 
had to return home from Marburg branded as 
heretics, for, because they would not acknowledge 
the truth, the Lutherans could not enter into 
fraternal relations with them. Nevertheless they 
gave to them the hand of peace and love, with 
the understanding that each party, while indeed 
upholding and defending its doctrine, would avoid 
contumelious language.” 
Strange Claims Disproved 

As surely as we have correctly portrayed the 
spirit of Luther and of every man who has the 
right to be called by his name, it follows that many 
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claims advanced nowadays concerning him are 
false. We have, for instance, heard the strange 
opinion expressed that Luther would gladly have 
remained all his life a member of the Catholic 
Church, had not that church excommunicated him. 
But what did he write late in life in his Smalcald 
Articles, a part of our Lutheran Confessions? 
There we read, ‘All Christians ought to beware 
of becoming partakers of the godless doctrines, 
blasphemies and unjust crueltics of the pope. 
On this account they ought to desert and execrate 
the pope with all his adherents, as the kingdom 
of the antichrist, just as Christ has commanded 
us, Matthew 7, 15, Beware of false prophets. 
And Paul commands us that godless teachers 
should be avoided and execrated as accursed, 
Gal. 1, 8; Titus 3, 10.” (Third of the Smaleald 
Articles, 337, Jacobs edition.) — We have heard 
the equally strange view expressed that Luther 


would not and did not avoid partaking of Holy 


Communion with those who denied the Real Pres- 
ence. Hear what he said to the contrary, “I am 
unspeakably shocked to hear that both parts (the 
Reformed and the Lutheran communicants) 
should seek and obtain the Sacrament in the same 
church, at the same altar; and one part is to be- 
lieve that he receives bread and wine only, the 
other part, that he partakes of the true body and 
blood of Christ. And I often doubt whether one 
dare believe that a preacher could be so hardened 
and malicious as to be silent about this and to let 
each part go on, all of them imagining that they 
are receiving the same Sacrament, each according 
to his faith. But if there is such a one, he must 
be possessed of a heart which is harder than 
stone . . . 3 yea, he must be an apostle of wrath. 
Much better than these are the Jews and Turks, 
who deny our Sacrament and freely admit it, for 
by them we remain undeceived and thus do not 
fall into idolatry. But those fellows must truly 
be arch devils. Whosoever has such a preacher 
is hereby warned against him as against the devil 
himself.” This is taken from Luther’s advice 
to the Council of Frankfurt against the Zwing- 
lian doctrine and preachers, written in 1532, 
three years after Marburg. (St. Louis edition, 
vol. 17, page 2016.) 


Must Any Lutherans Be Avoided? 
Now, most Lutherans would perhaps readily 
admit that Catholic and Reformed doctrines and 
teachers are to be avoided. But what about those 
who are Lutherans with us? Some nowadays 
speak so naively in this respect that we fear 
Shakespeare’s famous observation on “what’s in 


a name?” has heen wholly wasted upon them. 


Just let a man call himself a Lutheran and they 
are ready to embrace him. But when a Lutheran 


says that he subscribes with us to all our Con- 


fessions, is not that enough? Not if he plainly 
teaches what is contrary to them. — They say that 
all false doctrines somchow involves justifica- 
tion. This is not always plainly apparent. Cer- 
tainly it is not so apparent in the Reformed doc- 
trine concerning the Lord’s Supper as in any 
“Lutheran” doctrine which ascribes to man the 
power to come to saving faith with natural 
powers, or with what is called the power bestowed 
by prevenient grace, meaning thereby that God, 
before He has fully converted me and made me 


a Christian, has worked in me such a change that 


I can make myself a Christian. Tact is, man 
contributes nothing; and when a man wants to 
be saved from sin by Christ, he is already in a 
state of grace. Luther nailed down a 96th 
Thesis of greatest importance when he said in 
his explanation of the Third Article, “T believe 
that I cannot by my own reason or strength be- 
lieve in Jesus Christ, my Lord, or come to Him, 
but the Holy Ghost has called me by the Gospel, 
enlightened me with His gifts.” 


False “Lutheran” Doctrine 

While some progress toward true Lutheran 
unity may have been made, yet this very doctrine, 
that man contributes something to his own con- 
version, is certainly still being taught by some 
Lutherans of our country also. Sometimes this 
is still done very plainly and boldly as when in 
1946 (after we had supposedly reached agree- 
ment in-this matter) the Dakota District, Central 
Conference, of the American Lutheran Church 
declared, ‘We reject the statement in the Doctri- 
nal Affirmation that man cannot cooperate with 
God in kindling faith.” — Pastor J. A. O. Preuss 
of the Evangelical Lutheran Church (Norwegian) 
recently left that body because its Luther Semi- 
nary teaches the same thing, namely, that man 
cooperates in his own conversion, having a free 
will in spiritual matters. — Rev. C. O. Petersen, 
rushing to the defense of Luther Seminary in his 
column “This World of Ours,” proves that he 
is guilty of the same false doctrine when he 
writes, “We cannot fail to conclude that an un- 
converted man very definitely has a free will in 
spiritual matters before conversion.” —- More 
subtly the same false doctrine crops up when 
men, such as Dr. Reu, continued to find the solu- 
tion of the problem, why some men are saved 
while others are not, in the supposition of a mere 
“natural” resistance to the work of the Holy 
Spirit on the part of the former as compared with 
a different, “wilful” resistance on the part of the 
latter. (See Lutheran Dogmatics by Reu.) 


Catholic Doctrine the Same 
Really, Roman Catholic doctrine, when closely 
examined, will be found no different from that 
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which is Lutheran falsely so called. The Coun- 
cil of Trent declared, “The Synod declares that 
in adults the beginning of said justification is to 
be derived from the prevenient grace of God, 
through Jesus Christ, that is to say, from His 
vocation, whereby without any merits existing 
on their parts they are called; that so they, who 
by their sins were alienated from God, may be 
disposed through His quickening and assisting 
grace, to convert themselves to their own justi- 
fication.” — Trent, Ch. 5, session 6. — To yield 
to any “Lutheran” teaching the same sort of 
thing would be, on our part, a complete betrayal 
of Christ, of the Bible and of Luther. Nobody 
directs so central an attack on Luther’s teaching 
as anyone who teaches the doctrine of the free 
will. That’s what Luther himself told rasmus, 
teacher of man’s free will, when he said, “This I 
must praise in you highly, that you do not bother 
me with things which are but child’s play in com- 
parison, concerning the purgatory, the pope, in- 
dulgences. You saw the real point. You got 
me by the throat.” 
Melanchthon Becomes an Errorist 

It is shocking and distressing to know that 
Melanchthon, Luther’s coworker, little by little 
became an errorist in this matter. As carly as 
in 1535, eleven years before Luther’s death, he 
began to speak of good works as necessary to sal- 
vation. Well restrained by Luther, he, after the 
Reformer’s death, became bold in teaching that 
man has the power to apply himself to grace. 
Thus he, as Dr. I. Pieper points out (Christliche 
Dogmatik, IT, page 543) in principle returned to 
Rome’s doctrine of salvation by works while still 
speaking of justification by faith alone. We may 
wonder why discipline in the case of Melanch- 
thon never went so far as to expel him from the 
Lutheran Church, a fate he expected in 1543. 
We see in our own times how often discipline is 
neglected, especially when strong leaders die. “I 
hate that lout Luther, but he saved Christianity,” 
said Thomas Mann, as quoted by Dr. Dallmann 
at a recent mecting of the Chicago Study Group. 
What we sorely need is men like Luther, the 
Luther who speaks to us at Worms, at Marburg, 
and in his dealings with Erasmus and those who 
were of the latter’s school, through his treatise 
on the “Unfree Will.”” —- We are happy to know 
that the Lutheran Church, especially in the For- 
mula of Concord, repudiated everything that has 
a taint of the Erasmian and Melanchthonian 
heresy. 

Avoid All False Teachers 

God’s Word does not permit that we become 
unequally yoked with infidels. Moreover, if it 
be suggested that this does not justify avoiding 
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any teacher who may still be considered a Chris- 
tian, what is our answer? We shall continue to 
say with Saint Paul, “Now I beseech you, breth- 
ren, mark them which cause divisions and offenses 
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned ; 
and avoid them. Tor they that are such serve not 
our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and 
by good words and fair speeches deceive the, 
hearts of the simple’ — Romans 16, 17.18. — 
It has been objected that it is not fair to employ 
this Word of God against men whom we may 
consider Christians because God surely would 
not call them servants of the belly. However, 
most Bible interpreters, our Synod in its official 
Catechism, most of our theologians have these 
many years applied this text to false teachers in 
general. Did Luther so use it? When we read 
in his Smaleald Articles, “Paul commands that 
godless teachers should be avoided and execrated 
as cursed,” he apparently had Romans 16, 17 in 
mind and used it against the “pope and his ad- 
herents,” teachers in one of the churches of 


Christendom. He in the same instance (Smal- 
cald Articles, Appendix, Article III) used 


Matthew 7, 15, which calls these false teachers 
ravening wolves. Dr. Luther and Dr. Walther 
in their sermons on Matthew 7, 15 apply it to all 
false teachers, Protestant as well as Catholic. Is 
it any less objectionable to you, my unionistic 
friend, to use the word “ravening wolf” of a 
teacher in a Christian church than the word 
“servant of the belly”? In so far as anyone, 
Christian or infidel, teaches what is false he is 
indeed a ravening wolf, rending the sheep, a 
belly servant, yea, a devil as our Lord made clear 
when he said to St. Peter, opposing justification 
by His death, “Get thee behind me, satan.” 
Kart H. Exiers, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 


© The Blessing of a 

Living Ministry 

“That the orthodox Lutheran synods of this 

country can look back upon such a blessed_ac- 
tivity is due chiefly also to the fact that God, 
with the pure doctrine, also gave them a ministry 
with a living faith. If God will preserve and 
grant this gift unto them also in the future, then 
their blessed fellowship will also survive and 
prosper. If we should through our ingratitude 
and carelessness lose this gift, if we should get a 
largely spiritually dead ministry, then, the re- 
freshing, joyous activity of our fellowship would 
soon cease, and externat defection from the pure 
doctrine would also soon follow.” 

— Dr. F. Pieper, inLehre und Wehre, 

XXXIV, p. 134. 
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© The Statementarians and the 
Brief Statement 

In two articles by Dr. Theo. Dierks, “Who 
Were the Judaizers in the Apostolic Age?” and 
“The False Argumentation and Rationalism of 
the Statementarians,” of which the first install- 
ment follows below, there will be shown at some 
length the falseness of the teachings of State- 
mentarians on one matter of Christian doctrine 
and their disagreement with the Scriptural posi- 
tion of the Missouri Synod as documented in the 
latter’s own Brief Statement. So that the reader 
may sce how simple and how serious the situa- 
tion is, we shall here summarize the contradiction 
of the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position 
of the Missouri Synod by Statementarians, em- 
phasizing the exact point of contradiction, 


The Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position 
of the Missouri Synod © 

“All Christians are required by God 
to have church fellowship only with orthodox 
church-bodies, and, in case they have strayed into 
heterodox church-hodies, to leave them, Romans 
16, 17.” Section 28.) 

The Statementarian Position 

“Sound theological scholarship dare not ex- 
tend this Bible passage to Christians.’ — Dr. 
Geiseman at the Chicago meeting of the State- 
mentarians, September, 1945, 

“We incline to the notion, supported by more 
than thirty commentaries which we have con- 
sulted, that Romans 16 17f refers to un-Chris- 
tian enemucs of the Church.” — Dr. Theo. Graeb- 
ner, speaking for the whole Lutheran Witness 
staff, February 25, 1947, 


The Situation in a Nutshell 

There you have the situation that is troubling 
our Synod. It is so simple that a child can 
understand it. On the one hand, there is the 
clear, unmistakable confession of Scripture Dy 
our Synod (“Mark them,” confessed Christians 
and un-Christians alike, “which cause divisions 
and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye 
have learned, and avoid them!’); on the other 
hand there is the clear denial of Synod’s Scrip- 
tural position by Statementarians, 

Here is some of the leaven that must be 
purged from our synodical body if we are to 
continue to practice the principles which we pro- 
fess and remain an orthodox fellowship indeed 
and in truth. (Sec Brief Statement, Sect. 29.) 
Through three long years responsible officials 
have failed to purge such leaven from our midst, 
despite most insistent pleas that they do so. All 
this while such corruptive leaven has been per- 
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mitted to exert its influence far and wide, and the 
end is not yet in sight. 

If you are a member of the Missouri Synod, 
it is up to you to see that such unevangelical lack 
of discipline is brought to a halt. May God 
grant you true wisdom and zeal to that end! 

P, H. Burevorr. 
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@ Who Were the Judaizers 
in the Apostolic Age? 
In the controversy now raging within our 
midst the basic issue regarding Rom. 16, 17 is: 
Whom are we to mark and avoid? 


Synod’s Official Position 

According to the official doctrinal position of 
our Synod, re-affirmed at the Chicago convention, 
“All Christians are required by God . . . to 
have church fellowship only with orthodox 
church-bodies, and, in case they have strayed into 
heterodox church-bodies, to leave them, Rom. 16, 
17.” (Brief Statement, Par. 28.) 

Rom. 16, 17 is therefore to be applied also to 
heterodox Christians. 

In full agreement with the Brief Statement’s 
application of Rom. 16, 17 to heterodox Chris- 
tians, the faculty of Concordia Seminary, Spring- 
field, Illinois, has recently given this Opinion: 
“Romans 16, 17.18 must be understood to de- 
mand avoidance of all persistent teachers of false 
doctrine (in essentials or non-essentials to sal- 
vation) irrespective of their personal faith and 
piety or unbelief and impiety.” 


_ The Statementarians 

At the meeting in Chicago in September, 1945, 
at which the Statement now withdrawn as a basis 
of discussion but not retracted was drawn up, 
Dr. O. A. Geiseman declared: “He (St. Paul) 
has the Judaizers in mind who denied the full 
validity of Christ’s atoning sacrifice. These 
people were not Christians. Hence sound theo- 
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logical scholarship dare not extend this Bible 
passage to Christians who believe in Christ as 
the God-man who died to save them from their 
sins and who serve Him as their beloved Re- 
deemer.” 

In answer Dr. Kochler has well said: “We 
cannot read the mind of St. Paul, but we can 
read the text, and neither the text nor the con- 
text says anything of Judaizers.” (Romans 
16, 17-20, p. 4.) 

Even so, since the Statementarians falsely in- 
sist that Rom. 16, 17 is to be applied orly to 
Judaizers, who they mistakenly claim were not 
Christians, and since the Faculty of Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, has in an Opinion, re- 
affirmed in May, 1948 (the Faculty of Springfield 
in 1946 refused to be a party in sending out those 
paragraphs on Rom. 16, 17, 18 to the members 
of our clergy as “Guide Lines”), directed our at- 
tention to the Judaizers, therefore we shall do 
well at this time to examine the Scriptures to find 
out who the Judaizers were and whether or not 
they must be classed with unbelieving Jews and 
pagans. 

IIowever, before entering upon the question 
itself, we would first, in order to avoid all mis- 
understanding, define how we understand, and 
how we shall use, the term erring Christians in 
this paper. , 

“Erring Christians” 


In the strict sense of the word a “Christian” 


is a person who, acknowledging that he is a lost 


and condemned creature, believes that God has 
forgiven and will forgive him all his sins for 
Christ’s sake. As such he is a member of the 
One Holy Christian Church, known only to God. 

But this term is also used in a wider sense, 
and in this sense it includes all those who profess 
the Christian faith. In using the term in this 
sense we distinguish between orthodox and 
heterodox Christians, 7. ¢., between those who 
teach and confess the entire Word of God in all 
its truth and purity, and those who, while still 
holding to the basic truth that the God-man died 
for our sins, err in this or that doctrine of Scrip- 
ture, The latter-teach and confess something 
which is not in full agreement with Scripture, the 
sole norm and criterion of Christian truth. It is 
to such Christians that we would apply the term 
erring Christians. 

Some would restrict the use of the term in 
this sense to those who profess the Scriptural 
doctrine of justification by faith alone, however, 
such a restriction would exclude practically all 
of the Church Fathers. They all taught that the 
Son of God became man and died on the cross 
for our sins and thus obtained forgiveness for 
us. But, with the exception of a few of the 


Apostolic Fathers, all of the Church Fathers -—— 
and this includes Origen who came very close to 
the Scriptural doctrine of justification in his 
Commentary on Romans — labored under the 
error, first enunciated by Tertullian and epitoni- 
ized in the following words: after Baptism -- 
either satisfaction or punishment; that is to say, 
for sins'committed after Baptism the sinner must 
either render satisfaction or suffer punishment. 

Who would be so bold as to deny that Athan- 
asius, the father of orthodoxy, and Augustine, the 
champion of sola gratia (grace alone), were 
Christians? Yet in their writings which have 
come down to us, they clearly taught justification 
by faith and works. But how can we in the face 
of Gal. 5, 4 speak of such as have been mentioned, 
as “Christians”? This is the case simply because 
we have reason to believe that the religion in the 
heart of Augustine and others was better than 
their professed theology. 

But now to the Scriptures! 

The First Judaizers 

When the Holy Spirit fell on Cornelius and 
those who heard the word of Peter, “they of the 
circumcision, which believed,” 7. ¢., the six be- 
lieving Christians who had come with Peter from 
Joppa, “were astonished . . . because that on the 
Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the Holy 
Ghost,” Acts 10, 45. Somewhat later, when Peter 
returned to Jerusalem, “they that were of the 
circumcision contended with him, saying, Thou 
wentest in to men uncircumcised, and didst cat 
with them,” Acts 11, 2.3. However, when Peter 
rehearsed the whole matter from the beginning, 
then these critics “held their peace, and glorified 
God saying, Then hath God also to the Gentiles 
granted repentance unto life.” Acts 11, 18. 

Here then we meet for the first time that view 
later sponsored by those Judaizers who caused 
Paul so much trouble. ” 


The Disturbance in Antioch 

For the time being the matter was settled. 
However, when a number of years later certain 
unnamed persons came from Judea to Antioch, 
the question in hand again became a live issue. 
“Certain men which came down from Judea 
taught the brethren and said, Except ye be cir- 
cumcised after the manner of Moses ye cannot be 
saved,” Acts 15, 1. Let us note the exact form 
which the teaching of these men assumed. They 
did not merely for prudential reasons recommend 
the continuance of certain Jewish rites and cere- 
monies, in themselves indifferent; they rather 
said: “Except ye be circumcised after the manner 
of Moses, ye cannot be saved.” Faith in Jesus 
is not enough to save; circumcision must be 
added. 
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Such teaching was immediately opposed by 
Paul who had declared at Antioch in Pisidia that 
through Jesus “is preached unto you the forgive- 
ness of sins; and by Him all that believe are 
justified from all things from which ye could 
not be justified by the law of Moses,” Acts 13, 
38. 39. In other words, Paul taught justification 
by faith alone; but these men taught — not justi- 
fication by works — but justification by faith and 
works. 

We may here add that Paul seems to refer to 
those persons who came from Judea to Antioch, 
when he speaks of “false brethren” who “came 
in privily to spy out our liberty which we have 
in Christ Jesus, that they might bring us to 
bondage,” Gal. 2, 4. (The arguments for the 
view that the visit to Jerusalem mentioned in 
Acts 15 is identical with the visit recorded by 
Paul in Gal. 2 are ably set forth by Conybeare 
and Howson, Life and Epistles of St. Paul, p. 
227-234.) 

To some people this dispute between St. Paul 
and the Judaizers may have seemed trivial and 
unimportant; yet great questions were involved. 
The issue had to do with liberty from, or bondage 
to, the Jewish ceremonial law for all future ages. 
Above all, the issue involved also the very heart 
of the Christian religion, justification by faith 
alone. : 

The dissension which occurred in Antioch be- 
tween Paul and the Judaizers created great per- 
plexity among the Gentile Christians, and it was 
therefore determined that Paul, Barnabas, and 
certain others should go to the apostles and elders 
in Jerusalem. 

The Church at Antioch could have disposed of 
this question alone ‘and for itself; however, since 
Christians are intimately bound together, such an 
important question was considered by the entire 
Church so that unity might prevail or be restored. 

Those sent to Jerusalem by the Church at An- 
tioch were well chosen. There was Paul the 
Apostle to the Gentiles. There was Barnabas, a 
good representative of the “circumcision.” There 
was Titus, a convert from heathenism, who, as 
it were, embodied in his person the whole Gospel 
as preached by Paul; for he was uncircumcised. 


The Council at Jerusalem 

“But there rose up certain of the sect of the 
Pharisees which believed, saying, That it was 
needful to circumcise them, and to command them 
to keep the law of Moses,” Acts 15, 5. These 
former Pharisees are expressly called believers, 
though they were Judaizers. 

In the discussion before the whole assembly 
of the Church, Peter arose and gave his decision 
in favor of Paul. And when Paul and Barnabas 
had declared what miracles and wonders God had 
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wrought among the Gentiles, James suggested 
that the Gentile Christians should not be troubled 
with Jewish obligations. 

This suggestion was embodied in a letter sent 
by the Church of Jerusalem to the Gentile Church 
in Antioch and in Syria and in Cilicia. The 
letter began as follows: “We have heard that 
certain which went out from us have troubled 
you with words, subverting your souls, saying, 
Ye must be circumcised and keep the law: to 
whom we gave no such commandment,” Acts 15, 
24. Here the Church at Jerusalem publicly dis- 
owned those Judaizers who had gone from Jeru- 
salem to Antioch. It rejected the thesis that ob- 
servance of the ceremonial law was necessary to 
salvation, and insisted that the Gentile Christians 
should not be burdened by it. The letter says 
nothing of those Judaizers who had voiced a 
contrary opinion at Jerusalem; but it would seem 
from the words “being assembled with one ac- 
cord” (v. 25), that they agreed to drop their 
objections and were satisfied. Since the Church 
at Jerusalem was one in its faith in Christ with 
the Gentile churches, “James and Cephas and 
John” gave to Paul and Barnabas “the right hand 
of fellowship,” Gal. 2, 9, that is, they recognized 
each other as brethren in the faith. 


Peter a Judaizer in Practice 

It may have been soon after the Council at 
Jerusalem that the Apostle Peter visited the con- 
gregation at Antioch. At first Peter ate with the 
Gentiles; but when “certain came from James” 
(people who were not sent by James but were 
closely associated with him), Peter withdrew and 
separated himself from the Gentiles “fearing 
them which were of the circumcision.” 

Here Peter did not, as Chrysostom and others 
have maintained “change his course, with two 
objects in view, both to avoid offending the Jews, 
and to give Paul a reasonable pretext for re- 
buking him.” But Peter was here a Judaizer in 
practice. In practice he was contradicting the 
very principle which he had upheld at the Council 
of Jerusalem. By his behavior he was giving 
strong sanction to the very error which was 
threatening the existence of the Christian Church, 
namely, the teaching that the observance of 
Jewish rites and ceremonies was necessary to sal- 
vation. Nor was that all. Other Jewish Chris- 
tians were led astray by his example, and even 
Barnabas was “carried away.” In short, Peter 
was causing offense contrary to Apostolic doc- 
trine. 

When Paul perceived this inconsistency on 
the part of Peter, he rebuked him “before all” (a 
public wrong must be publicly righted and not 
merely corrected in private) and “withstood him 
to the face” and showed that through such con- 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 137 


duct he was subverting the doctrine of justifica- 
tion by faith alone. (Cf. Gal. 2, 14 ff.) 

Paul says nothing of the effect of his action 
in opposing Peter. However, since Peter’s mis- 
take was one of conduct and not of doctrine, we 
can rest assured that Peter repented of the sin 
of causing others to stumble and henceforth car- 
ricd into practice what he had so valiantly de- 
fended at Jerusalem: justification by faith alone. 


No Longer Weak Brethren 

In spite of the Council at Jerusalem, some 
Judaizers continued to oppose Paul. These 
Judaizers must be carefully distinguished from 
those Christians who are known in the New Tes- 
tament as “weak” brethren, Rom. 14, 1; 15, 1. 
Those weak brethren did not as yet fully compre- 
hend “the liberty wherewith Christ has made us 
free.” Paul therefore showed them that their 
prejudice was due to ignorance. His anxiety for 
them was so great that he warned the more en- 
lightened converts to abstain from lawful in- 


dulgences lest they cause the weak to stumble, 
1 Cor. 8, 13; Rom. 14, 15. 


But the Judaizers who continued to oppose 
Paul were no longer weak brethren willing to be 
enlightened as to the full significance of Chris- 
tian freedom. In spite of all testimony and ad- 
monition on the part of Paul they persisted in 
their error, and wherever they went they caused 
divisions and offenses contrary to Apostolic doc- 
trine. : 


We can to some extent understand why the 
Judaizers clung so tenaciously to the ceremonial 
law. From early youth they had been instruc- 
ted and trained to observe it most scrupulously 
and conscientiously. Of course, that was no ex- 
cuse for their present action, now that the 
Church had declared that the Gentile Christians 
should not be burdened with Jewish rites and 
ceremonies, 

Enslaved by all that is evil in man’s heart, 
they opposed the Gospel of free salvation and in 
bitter hatred attacked the person of Paul, whom 
they regarded as the great apostate of Judaism. 
They also spread scandalous reports concerning 
him. Paul was willing to endure personal villi- 
fication. However, because they persisted in de- 
manding that the Gentile Christians observe the 
ceremonial law and were thereby causing divi- 
sions and offenses contrary to Apostolic doctrine 
within the Christian Church and also subverting, 
or at least endangering the Apostolic doctrine of 
justification, therefore Paul judged and con- 
demned them with the whole weight of his Apos- 
tolic authority. 


Dare We Call Them “Christians”? 

Whether or not these particular Judaizers 
were members of the One Holy Christian Church, 
Christians in the strict sense of the word, is not 
for us to judge. We will not judge any nian’s 
heart. But judging their outward conduct, since 
they persisted in their opposition to the truth in 
spite of all Apostolic testimony and admonition 
and allowed all that is base in man’s heart to rule 
their conduct, there is much reason to doubt it. 

The Judaizers nevertheless claimed to be fol- 
lowers of Christ and did preach Christ — of 
course in a wholly legalistic setting. Dare we 
call them heterodox or erring Christians — using 
the term in the wider sense? 


We apply that term to the members of that 
Church which not only subverts but expressly 
anathematizes the Scriptural doctrine of justifi- 
cation. 


Call this latitudinarianism if-you will! Then. 
we are all guilty of such latitudinarianism, for we 
constantly apply the term “Christian” to those 
Lutherans who in spite of all admonition and 
counter-testimony persist in their denial of sola 
gratia and insist on taking at least a little credit 
for their own conversion and salvation. 


Pray, what is the essential difference: If I 
with the Judaizers insist that the observance of 
the ceremonial law is not a matter of Christian 
liberty but is necessary to salvation or at least a 
Christian duty; or whether I with synergistic 
Lutherans teach that man dare not add a wilful 
resistance to his natural resistance lest the Holy 
Spirit cannot through the Gospel bring him to 
faith? 


As Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, II, p. 
612, writes, “Synergism in all its shades has the 
effect that it converts the Biblical doctrine of 
justification, even with the retention of the ex- 
pression ‘by faith alone,’ into the pagan Roman 
doctrine of works.” 


Therefore our Brief Statement says, “We re- 
ject as apostasy from the Christian religion . . 
the doctrine of the synergists, who indced use the 
terminology of the Christian Church and say that 
man is justified ‘by faith,’ ‘by faith alone,’ but 
again mix human works into the article of justi- 
fication by ascribing to man a cooperation with 
God in the kindling of faith and thus stray into 
papistic territory.” (Par. 19.) 

There is in reality no essential difference be- 
tween the doctrinal aberrations of the Judaizers 
and the modern synergistic Lutherans: both sub- 
vert or at Jeast endanger the Scriptural doctrine 
of justification by faith alone. 
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Who Were the Judaizers in the Apostolic Age? 

They were Christians who professed to be 
followers of Christ — using the term “Chris- 
tans’ in the wider sense — who erred in respect 
to the ceremonial law of Moses. The exact point 
of difference between them and the other Jewish 
Christians was as follows; Paul, Peter, and 
James, either oceasionally or (in the case of 
James) regularly observed the ceremonial law — 
Paul doing this at times as a maticr of expe- 
diency in order to disarm the hostility of the 
Jewish bigots —- but they regarded such observ- 
ance as an ADIAPHORON, A MATTER OF 
INDIFFERENCE OR CHRISTIAN LIBER- 
TY. The Judaisers on the other hand denied 
that the observance of the ceremonial law was a 
matter of Christian liberty. Some of them — 
and this was the crassest form of the error — 
insisted that the observance of the ceremonial 
law WAS NECESSARY TO SALVATION, 
and thereby they EXPRESSLY DENIED the 
doctrine of justification by faith alone. Other 
Judaizers, by insisting on such observance, EN- 
DANGERED the confession of that fundamental 
truth. 


But here someone will ask: How then could 
the Apostle Paul call such “Christians” dogs, 
evil-workers, false prophets, ministers of Satan, 
enemies of Christ, and belly-servers? That 
question we shall seek to answer in a later issue 
of the Confessional Lutheran when we shall con- 
tinue our study of this question by examining 
the Epistles of St. Paul. There we shall learn 
that Paul spoke in this manner not only because 
of the gravity of their doctrinal aberration but 
also because of their personal conduct in oppos- 
ing the truth. 


Turo. Dierks, S. T. D. 


(To be concluded) 


© Perils That Attend Our Work 


“Better by far that our churches be insignifi- 
cant in size, lacking in beauty and stateliness, and 
their work rarely mentioned in the blatant public 
press, but in full possession of their spiritual 
heritage, than that this supreme and only claim 
must be disallowed because human wisdom and 
wealth are catered to among us, though it be in 
the most splendid piles of masonry.” 


— “G.”, in Lutheran Witness, 1918, p. 30. 


@® Review of Publications 


“This Blest Communion!” <A series of Com- 
munion sermons based on the Common Serv- 
ice of Christendom. Paul H. Burgdorf. Pub- 
lished by Northwestern Publishing House, 
935-937 North 4th Street, Milwaukee, Wis- 
consin. 209 pages. Price: $2.00. 


A pastor is preaching to his congregation. It 
is his earnest desire that they accept God’s Word 
without question, and confide in the Gospel with 
all their hearts. He has the very special purpose 
in mind that they may receive in fuller measure, 
all the glorious blessings which their Lord and 
Savior has provided for them and pledged unto 
them in His Sacrament of Holy Communion. 

One feels that these things have taken place at 
St. John’s Lutheran Church, Clinton, Iowa, as he 
reads this book of Communion sermons by its 
pastor. It cannot be a mere formality, when it is 
stated on the dedicatory page: “To my congrega- 
tion . . . in whose Communion services it has 
been my privilege to preach these sermons, they 
are affectionately dedicated.” 

It is well that these sermons are being made 
available in book form. They possess strikingly 
admirable features, many of which are not too 
common in these days of the multiplying of ser- 
mon books. 


One welcome feature is the wealth of instruc- 
tion contained in these sermons, The instruction 
is not only Biblical, but it touches those points 
which mean most to the laity. Every part of the 
liturgy of the Common Service with Communion 
is touched upon at some length, and each part is 
made meaningful to Christians. Typically fine 
sections are the instruction concerning the Con- 
fession and Absolution (pp. 16-18), the word 
“Service’ ’and the Office of the Word (pp. 55-57), 
the Offertory (p. 72), the liturgical use of the 
Lord’s Prayer (pp. 139 and 145). From page 
145 we quote briefly: “The Lord’s Prayer is the 
Abba Father of the One holy Christian Church, 
God’s great Communion of saints on earth. In 
it one praying chorus after another, by day and 
by night, unceasingly wafts its petitions and 
praises to heaven, there to know them united with 
the celestial harmony of the Church above.” 

Instruction concerning the Sacrament of the 
Altar itself is, of course, to be found through- 
out the book. The benefit of the Lord’s Supper 
is properly brought out (e. g., pp. 49-50, 78-79, 
183). “Close Communion” is nicely explained 
(pp. 190-192). We cannot help quoting, at some 
length, a section on the Christian attitude in 
partaking of the Sacrament: “The mere act of 
going to Communion cannot suffice to achieve the 
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purpose for which the Sacrament was instituted. 


It does not work as by some sort of magic. You 
should never entertain any such thought. The 


Lord’s Supper dare not thus be misused and de- 
graded to an empty, external ceremony. Much 
less dare it be perverted to a pharisaical service 
of merit, as though you put God under obligation 
by communing at His altar. No. it must be 
left to be just that for which it was instituted, 
namely the pledge of your redemption and seal of 
grace and comfort for your soul as it hungers 
and thirsts after righteousness. You cannot 
serve God in Holy Communion; He serves you. 
And what bounties of His grace He there offers, 
conveys, and seals unto you by faith” (p. 168). 
The kindly insistence to cling to the Word of 
the Gospel in the Sacrament, which recurs often, 
is illustrated on pp. 122-123: “T implore you by 
the mercies-of God, get rid once and for all of 
whatever ‘must’ religion may still cling to you. 
If it should be possible that you have lost. the 
secret of a happy life, or seem to be in the way 
of losing it, start all over again at the beginning 
of things, as David did. Penitently confessing 
your sins to God, go to the fountain of forgive- 
ness and cleansing that is open to you in the 
wounds of Jesus. Listen, over and over again, 
to the reassuring words, ‘Given for you,’ ‘Shed 
for the remission of sins.’ Such a divine for- 
giveness will beget in you a love for God that 
will leave no room for a servile spirit of false 
and mistaken fear of God. You will begin to 
realize of what God‘s Apostle means to assure 
you when he says: ‘Perfect love casteth out fear,’ 
(1 John 4, 18.) You will not have to be told to 
pray: ‘Uphold me with Thy free spirit? Vor 
such a spirit will be the very pulsebeat of your 
spiritual life, and you will be praying for it 
constantly.” 

Other points of instruction come in by the 
way. The explanation of “The peace that passes 
understanding” is remarkably penetrating, consid- 
ering its brevity. In this connection the preten- 
tions of the “social gospel” and the functions of 
government are treated, — 

The style in these sermons is consistently 
good, Clarity is always in evidence. After the 
reading of each sermon one is constrained to say 
that the author had something to say and that 
he has put his point across — that he has hit the 
mark, 

A simple beauty of style is present through- 
out, It is natural and never strained. It is often 
rich in imagery. There is nothing of ostentation 
or affectedness. The beauty of style reaches its 
heights when the comfort of the sweet Gospel 
of forgiveness through Jesus’ blood is proclaimed, 
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In demonstration of these things we can again 
quote only briefly: “How happy you should be as. 
you leave God’s altar with the assurance made 
doubly sure that such a salvation and its joy are 
yours! Can there indeed be anything on earth to 
compare with the serene happiness of people 
streaming home from a Communion service in 
the house of God on a Sunday or on some other 
holy day, knowing that they have again been as- 
sured that God’s full salvation rests upon them, 
to fill their hearts with joy in Him? They know 
that they can say, 


With Thee, Lord, I am now united; 
I live in Thee, and Thou in me. 
No sorrow fills my soul; delighted 
It finds its only joy in Thee. 


“Is that not reason enough for the quict ex- 
pression of joy in Him that is written upon their 
faces as they again return to the varied tasks and. 
trials and temptations of their several callings 
in life? 

“That is the sort of joy that God wants to 
pledge and seal unto you again and again with 
the assurance of your salvation in each Commun- 
ion Service.” (Pp. 109-110.) 

Illustrations are fairly numerous, and are al- 
ways exactly to the point. Hymn verses are 
used occasionally, with telling effect. The lan- 
guage of the Catechism is skilfully interwoven at 
many points, lending an additional element of 
good Lutheran soundness to the presentation. 

The construction of the sermons, iecluding 
introductions, conclusions, selection of themes and 
their divisions into parts (always clearly stated), 
progression of thought, etc., is well handled and 
quite acceptable by the most rigid standards. 
We quote one of the many exemplary introduc- 
tions, namcly the one to the sermon on Luke 2, 
13.14: “The great medical center at Rochester, 
Minnesota, is the realization of the dreams and 
ambitions of a once obscure country doctor, And 
it has rightly been said that every institution is 
the lengthened shadow of one man. 

“That is true also of the divine institution in 
which you and every other Christian are inter- 
ested above all others — the Church, The 
Christian Church is the ever lengthening shadow 
of Him whose holy name it bears, the firstborn 
and fairest among the children of men, and the 
eternal Son of God, of whom we rapturously 
sing 


Beautiful Savior, King of, Creation, 
Son of God and Son of Man.” 


(Pp. 41-42.) 
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It is pleasantly difficult to pick the best from’ 
among these fifteen good sermons. It is the re- 
viewer’s opinion that the four sermons (pp. 71- 
123) on the Offertory (Ps. 51, 10-12), are the 
best of all. They form a quaternion of sermonic 
gems, 

Modern sermonic literature is dreadfully 
short of Gospel — the real Gospel of the Atone- 
ment. It is too much concerned with the applica- 
tion of laws to life. As a general rule the Gospel 
is just mentioned, not taught. But these sermons 
do not flow from a ministry of the law. They 
breath the sweetness and the power of the Gospel, 
and they point men to everlasting life, John 3, 
16. They recognize full well that Christians are 
burdened with problems, and they bring the 
power of the pure Gospel to bear upon these 
problems. The author does not once become en- 
tangled in the web of legalistic advising; much 
less does he indulge in the sport of psychological 
mumbo-jumbo. 

These sermons are textual throughout, just as 
the Communion Service itself is thoroughly tex- 
tual, i. e., based upon texts of God’s Word. A 
re-reading of these sermons serves to impress one 
the more with the preciousness of the Holy Com- 
munion, of the entire Communion Order of 
Service, and of the sure Word of Prophecy in 
which the whole is grounded. 

“This Blest Communion’ is being recom- 
mended to laymen as devotional reading and as a 
help in self-examination before partaking of the 
Lord’s Supper. We endorse this recommenda- 
tion. 

We also recommend this book as a guide for 
pastors, in their preparation of Communion ser- 
mons. Adaptations are, of course, always neces- 
sary when using sermon helps. But in the adapt- 
ing of these sermons there will be one refreshing 
feature, which is sometimes missing elsewhere: 
No doctrinal “doctoring” is necessary. 

Our Lutheran circles have felt the need of 
just such Communion sermons as these for some 
time, 

The publishers have done a good printing job, 
and the book is attractively made up. One line 
was omitted, which should be inserted at the 
bottom of page 44, as follows: “become ever 
more unfathomable. It can be.” 

May this book serve to inspire many Chris- 
tians to partake of the Sacrament with more im- 
plicit faith and greater blessing to themselves, 
ever ascribing the greater glory to Jesus’ holy 
name, 


- A. V. Kuster. 
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© The Deathbed of Lutheranism 


“If one permits one’s eye to scan Europe, then 
one is in many instances tempted to speak of the 
deathbed of Lutheranism. But what has brought 
the Lutheran Church to its deathbed in Germany, 
in Norway, in Sweden, and in Denmark is noth- 
ing else than indifference to divine Lutheran 
truth, Also in America it has not in the past 
perchance been orthodoxy or doctrinal decision 
that has threatened the doom of the Lutheran 
Church, but indifference in doctrine and practice. 
An abhorrent example of how doctrinal indiffer- 
ence is able to dishigure and destroy our Church 
was already evident to our fathers in the General 


‘Synod of those days. And once the members of 


our synod are not earnest as regards pure doc- 
trine, the sun of truth will set also among us, zeal 
for God’s kingdom will lag, congregations, 
schools, colleges, seminaries, and periodicals will 
fall into decay, and the glory of the Lord will 
more and more depart from our midst. Indiffer- 
ence, which essentially is simply nothing else than 
unbelief, would also break Missouri’s spine, re- 
duce it to sectarianism, and open its doors to 
modern liberalism. Even if its external growth 
should then yet be continued for a while, Mis~ 
sourt’s greatness would have been shattered and it 
would be dedicated to certain decline and dis~ 
solution — from which God may graciously pre~ 
serve us!” 

Dr. I. Bente in Lehre und Wehre, 1922, p. 
146; submitted by Dr. E. T. Lams. 
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@® Romans 16, 18 
Dr. F. Pieper 


In many cases Christians are also kept in the 
camp of errorists by an appeal to “love.” It is 
supposed to be loveless when all aberration in 
doctrine is condemned, and love is certainly sup- 
posed to be the highest of all commandments. 
And so there happens what is written in Romans 
16, 18: “By good words and fair speeches they 
deceive the hearts of the simple.” The right 
doctrine is maligned and the attempt is made to 
give to false teaching the appearance of Scriptural- 
ness. Interpretations of men which obscure, the 
adducing of Scripture passages which do not treat 
of the matter, and the like means are made to 
serve to this end... . 

The Sacramentarians among other things 
raised the objection against Luther that he was 


“all too strict and stubborn” and “that he de- 
stroyed all love and unity in the Christian Church” 
by his not wanting to yield anything in the article 
concerning the Lord’s Supper. “Lord, heip!,” 
he complained ; “how we had to hear that we had 
no Christian love, that we despised the servants 
of Christ, that we disturbed and confused the 
Church, etc. There were no sinners on earth but 
we alone, and no saints in heaven but the 


enthusiasts alone. Among:them there was noth- 


ing but flaming love; among us nothing but icy 
unmercifulness.” (Er. 32, 402f.) To this he 
replied with the forceful words: “Cursed be the 
love and unity for the conservation of which the 
Word of God is put in peril!” (Maledicta sit 
caritas et concordia, propter quam conservandam 
periclitatur verbum Dei. —- Exposition of Gal- 
atians, ch. 4, 17.) 
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The devil constantly secks to disturb the 
brotherly fellowship of faith in a congregation as 
well as beyond the confines of congregations, be- 
tween sister congregations, sister synods, ete. Such 
disturbance is effected in many ways, but always 
for carnal reasons only, The Holy Ghost does 
not disturb the communion which He has created. 
The devil does this by hiding behind the flesh; 
the flesh is his ally, who indeed lies in bonds in 
the case of the Christian, but who is not yet dead. 

.In many cases the devil begins his undertaking 
in the most cunning and perilous manner. 
Although carnal reasons, wounded pride and per- 
sonal cmbitterment, are at bottom, one docs not 
want to admit such motives to oneself and others, 
and rather looks for reason in doctrine. Becatise 
that sounds better and more decent, one accuses 
his congreg gation or his synod of false teaching, 
and in order to gain an objective contrast, one 
himself sets up false teaching and secks to gain 
adherents. Thus most of the divisions have arisen 
in the Church from Apostolic times down to our 


own day. The devil not only raises a stink in the 
Christian Church, but he also secks to create the 
appearance that he has done this out of great 
conscientiousness, concern for the Church and 
purity of doctrine. This can be demonstrated by 
the Novatians, the Arians, Nestorians, papists, 
Reformed (Zwingli could not gain prominence 
beside Luther), Ohioans, and lowans. 

There is no noble reason for separating and 
remaining separate from the orthodox Church. 
All reasons lie in the field of the flesh. The 


noblest reason yet which Scripture gives is 
ignorance. As the Apostle Paul says of himself: 


“T did it ignorantly in unbelief.” I Tim. 1, 13, 
This reason for remaining separated from. the 
orthodox Church and for’ fighting against the 
orthodox Church holds true in the case of many 
who have grown up in erroristic communions and 
who have, so to say, imbibed false interpretations 
of certain words of Seripture-with their mother’s 
milk. But whoever has once had the knowledge 
of the right doctrine will find on closer examina- 
tion that he has because of evidently carnal rea- 
sons strayed into false doctrine and caused divi- 
sion in the Christian Church. The opinion is in- 
decd advanced especially in our times that different 
doctrinal tendencies can arise in the Church 
through earnest searching of the Scriptures also 
when one is of an upright Christian mind. But 
that is an error which has its reason in the fact 
that one does not regard Scripture as the clear 
Word of God. As surely as Scripture is clear, 
so surely everyone will abide by the correct doc- 
trine as long as he reads Scripture with an up- 
right Christian mind and submits himself to the 
Word of Scripture in simple faith. 

Let us only give heed to what Scripture says 
of the motives of those who teach differently from 
God’s Word and thereby cause division in the 
Church. St. Paul in Romans 16, 18 writes of 
them who cause division and offense contrary to 
the doctrine of the Apostles: “They that are such 
serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own 
belly; and by good words and fair speeches de- 
ecive the hearts of the simple.” 

Let us also hear what Luther, with reference 
to Ieph. 4, 1-6, says concerning this point: “Lo 
cause discord and division in doctri ine 1s indeed 
the very greatest and most harmful offense of the 
Church ; oe in this respect the devil does his 
worst. And it is generally Brouett about by a 
few proud, stu born, and jealous heads, who want 
to be something exceptional and carry on strife 
for their own honor and glory. They can’t bold 
their own with anyone, They think it is to their 
shame if they can’t enjoy the reputation of being 
more learned and possessed of a greater spirit 
(which they don’t even posses at all) than others. 
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They do not want to give honor to another even 
though they see that he has greater gifts. Even so, 
from envy, anger, hatred, or the spirit of revenge 
against others, they attempt to create factionalism 
and gain people as their adherents.” (EErl., 9, 
290f.) 

If we would remain preserved against the 
terrible sin of disturbance of the brotherly fellow- 
ship of faith we shall have to watch over our 
carnal, revengeful, proud, stubborn heart. Let 
no one be secure here. Whoever says ‘That can’t 
happen to me,’ does not yet rightly know his 
evil neart. Experience teaches that people who 
have not merely hypocritically but uprightly con- 
fessed the pure doctrine and fought against false 
teaching have become personally embittered. They 
yielded to this mood, and soon they became de- 
fenders of erroristic teaching and antagonists of 
the pure doctrine. 

(“The Glorious Gift of Fraternal Fellowship 
in Faith,” Doctrinal Essay, 22nd Convention of 
the Iv. Luth. Synodical Conference of North 
America, 1908, Proceedings, pp. 26-34. Tr. by 
P. H. B.) 


@ Lutheran Seminaries 
Fellowship Each Other 


Our Lutheran exchanges inform us that re- 
cently the Association of Lutheran Seminary 
Students met at Capital Seminary, Columbus, 
Ohio, for its annual conference. Tleven institu- 
tions were represented: Capitol, Luther (Nor- 
wegian), Luther (American Lutheran Chureh), 
Wartburg, Philadelphia, Waterloo, Augustana, 
Chicago, Gettysburg, Augsburg, Hamma. The 
general subject discussed in several of its phases 
was “Practical Lutheranism.” Prof A: R. Wentz 
of Gettysburg presented a paper on the Augsburg 
Confession, Prof. Weswig of the Norwegian Lu- 
ther Seminary spoke on “Practical Lutheranism 
and Our Young People,” Prof. L. F. Gruber of 
the Chicago Seminary spoke on “Present-day Re- 
ligious Unrest,” and Professor Sverdrup of Augs- 
burg on “Effective Seminary Curriculum.” Three 
students, representing three different institutions, 
submitted papers dwelling on the development of 
the intellectual and spiritual life of the Lutheran 
seminarian. In the paper from which we take the 
above details, the resolutions passed are thus 
reported: “The resolutions confirmed the purpose 
of the conference: 1) to create a stronger bond 
of fellowship between the students of the Lu- 
theran seminaries; 2) to maintain and promote 
a common consciousness in faith, life, and theo- 
logical thought; 3) to broaden the vision of 
seminary students that they might gain a vision 
of the, Lutheran Church in its entirety; 4) to 
make for a more practical application of the 


’ 


‘faith of our fathers’.” Knowing, as we do, that 
some of the men who participated in this gaiher- 
ing are opposed to unionism, at least in abstracto, 
we are at loss how to account for their willingness 
to take part in a conference of this kind, which, 
in spite of the common denominational name 
claimed by all members, bears all the earmarks of 
unionism. For, however, one wishes to justify 
this gathering, it cannot be denied that here a 
number of people met representing two sections 
of the Lutheran Church which are opposed to 
each other on important points, that they fellow- 
shiped with each other in the manner of brethren, 
and that they declared it their set purpose to con- 
tinue in this course. If it is argued that the com- 
mon name affords a sufficient basis for such 
fraternizing, we must reply that on that basis 
every union of people who call themselves Chris- 
tians could be defended. Where such a course 1s 
pursued, what, we ask, becomes of the warning 
of St. Paul against the “little leaven which 
leaveneth the whole lump”? What of all the in- 
junctions of the pastoral letters to adhere to sound 
doctrine? The situation would have been dif- 
ferent if the meeting had undertaken to remove’ 
the existing differences by examining them in the 
light of God’s Word and correcting such errors 
as need correction, although it will be granted that 
this task does not belong to seminaries, but to 
responsible men whom the Church has entrusted 
with work of this nature. We fear that the con- 
servative Lutheran theologians who are sponsor- 
ing this conference, doing so with, the best of in- 
tentions, we have no doubt, are sowing the wind 
and will reap the whirlwind, that they are assisting 
in destroying in their own students that sensitive- 
ness: and dread with respect to false teaching 
which is a prominent characteristic of Lutheran 
theology, and that they are paving the way for 
conditions such as almost wrecked the Church in 
the latter half of the eighteenth and at the begin- 
ning of the nineteenth century. 
Dr. Wn. Arwpr in 
Concordia Theological Monthly, 
II (1931), p. 136. 
(Submitted by E. T..Lams, D. D.) 

(Eprrortat Nore: The spirit of unionism which 
has been promoted by a few liberal-minded men in our 
church through the Lutheran Witness, the Statement, of 
the 44, etc., has been imported also into our theological 
Seminary in St. Louis, and students of our Concordia 
at that place have joined the Association of Lutheran 
Seminarians, creating offense and division in their own 
midst. Our Springfield Seminary as well as our fellow 
seminarians at Thiensville and Mankato are not fraterniz- 
ing with the A. L. S., and the first-named group has 
lodged vigorous and admirable protest against the action 
of the St. Louis seminarians. Cp. C. L., September, 1948, 
p. 105f. May God graciously confound this unionism 
in our church! — P. H. B 
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35) Who Were the Judaizers 
in the Apostolic Age? 
(Concluded) 


In the November issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran we considered the above question prin- 
cipally according to the Acts of the Apostles. Now 
we would turn to the [Epistles of Paul and here 
we would begin with the Second [Epistle to the 
Corinthians, for Paul does not refer to the Juda- 
izers in the First Epistle. 

Second Corinthians 

In the Corinthian congregation there secms to 
have been an opposition party headed by a certain 
individual. (Cf. 2 Cor. 10: 10, “he saith’) This 
individual boasted of having a special connection 
with Christ Himself (Cf. 2 Cor. 10:7, “If any 
man trust to himself that he is Christ’s, let him 
of himself think this again, that as he is Christ’s 
even so are we Christ’s”) and seems to have been 
a representative of the party which claimed to be 
“of Christ,” I Cor. 1:12. 

Paul did not dispute the fact that this indi- 
vidual was a Christian; yet by the same criterion 
this individual should realize that Paul and his 
associates were also Christians. Many com- 
mentators insist that this individual was a Juda- 
izer, and we are inclined to agree; for Paul con- 
tinues, “For if he that cometh preacheth another 
Jesus, whom we have not preached, or if ye re- 
ceive another spirit which ye have not received 
(of us), or another gospel, which ye have not 
received (of us), ye might well bear (it),” 
2 Cor. 1h: 4. 

Paul was afraid that the Corinthians would be 
misled by those who preached what was in reality 
“another gospel,” and therefore he warned them, 
saying, “Tor such are false apostles, deceitful 
workers, transforming themselves into the apostles 
of Christ. And no marvel; for Satan himself is 
transformed into an angel of light. Therefore it 
is no great thing if his ministers also be trans- 
formed as the ministers of righteousness; whose 
end shall be according to their works,” 2 Cor, 
11: 13-15. 

Here Paul calls those false teachers who 
preached “another gospel,” a gospel different from 
that which he proclaimed, “ministers of Satan.” 
That is true also of those who claim to be apostles 
of Christ and who preach Jesus, but actually 
preach “another Jesus,” that is, make Him “other” 
than Paul did. 

That he here refers to the Judaizers we Jearn 
from the fact that those whom Paul called false 
apostles boasted of the fact that they were Jews, 
and of the seed of Abraham, These Judaizers 
even claimed to serve Christ. “Are they ministers 
of Christ? (I speak as a fool) I am more,” 


2 Cor. 11:23. Note that Paul does not deny their 
claim of being “ministers of Christ’; but he 
claims to be a minister of Christ in a greater 
measure. He is not only a diakonos (servant, 
minister; the word here used), but a doulos 
(slave) of Christ (Rom 1:1; Gal. 1:10, etc.), 
rendering unquestioning obedience to Christ as 
his Lord. In a certain sense the Judaizers were 
“ministers of Christ” since they preached Christ. 
Eowever, since they preached Christ in a legalistic 
setting, Paul calls them “ministers of Satan.” 

Strong language indeed and very unpopular 
today! Yet Paul used even stronger language. 

Galatians 

In Galatians the Apostle Paul dealt with those 
Christians who were in danger of being misled 
by those Judaizers which he had characterized in 
Corinthians as false apostles, deceitful workers, 
and ministers of Satan. 

Paul begins, “I marvel that ye are so soon 
removed from Him that called you into the grace 
of Christ unto another gospel: which is not an- 
other; but there be some that trouble you, and 
would pervert the gospel of Christ. But though 
we or an angel from heaven, preach any other 
gospel unto you than that which we have preached 
unto you, let him be accursed. As we said before, 
so say I now again, If any man preach any other 
gospel unto you than ye have received, let him 
be accursed,” Gal. 1: 6-9, 

Paul was surprised that the Galatian Chris- 
tians had been so quickly induced to follow a dif- 
ferent gospel, which wasn’t really another gospel ; 
for there is only one Gospel of Christ. Does that 
mean that the Judaizers were actually teaching a 
gospel which was in every respect wholly cifferent 
and totally unrelated to the Gospel which Paul 
taught? We believe not. The gospel of the 
Judaizers was not the true Gospel of Christ and 
yet it was a gospel about Christ. It was truth 
mixed with the error — indeed an exceedingly 
dangerous and soul-destroying error — that Chris- 
tians ought to be circumcised and observe the cere- 
monial law. 

Did these Judaizers confess the truth that 
Christ died on the cross for our sins to cbtain 
forgiveness? We would answer that question in 
the affirmative. For it is inconceivable that the 
believing Galatians who had been instructed by 
the Apostle himself would have even listened to 
such as denied this fundamental truth. 

Paul says that the Judaizers who troubled the 
Galatians would pervert that which Paul rightly 
called the “Gospel of Christ,” but which they 
themselves regarded as a false gospel. It is true, 
the Judaizers were undoubtedly sincere in_ their 
belief that they themselves had the true Gospel 
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of Christ, and that Paul had an emasculated 
gospel, since he regarded circumcision as a mat- 
ter of Christian liberty. Yet their sincerity did 
not shield them against Paul’s anathema: for 
Paul’s curse was and is pronounced on every one 
who preaches “any other gospel‘ than that which 
he had preached. 

Continuing, Paul says, “For do I now per- 
suade men, or God? Or do I seek to please men? 
for if I do seck to please men, I should not be the 
servant (doulos) of Christ,” Gal. 1:10. Dr. 
Lenski says, “They alleged that Paul toned down 
the rigorous requirements of the original Gospel 
in order to gain the approval of Gentiles, to make 
the Gospel palatable to them, to curry favor with 
them. In his ambition to build churches and gain 
a great following he had emasculated the Gospel 
and stripped it of essential parts. The Judaizers 
came to restore the Gospel to its true content, 
Paul’s Gospel of liberty .was a piece of conscience- 
less acconunodation to Gentile reluctance in ac- 
cepting the Jewish law. O yes, the Judaizers also 
preached Christ, but in the full legal setting, with- 
out which the Galatians could not be saved.” 

The Judaizers furthermore charged that the 
Gospei which Paul preached was not the original 
Gospel and that the leaders in Jerusalem were 
teaching a different doctrine. Paul does not ex- 
pressly state that these Judaizers insisted that 
the observance of the ceremonial law was neces- 
sary to salvation, but it seems to be implied. At 
least the thought lurks in the hackground. 

aul refuted the charge brought against him 
by showing that he had received the Gospel 
directly from Christ by divine revelation and not 
at second hand from the other apostles, Gal. 
1: 11-24. He also showed that the other apostles 
fully acknowledge his Gospel, Gal. 2: 1-10, and 
that on one occasion he even had to correct Peter 
himself regarding this very point of complete 
liberty from the law, Gal. 2: 11-21. Then, be- 
ginning with chap. 3, Paul unfolds that Gospel 
anew, and then complains, “but now, after that ye 
have known God, or rather are known of God, 
how turn ye again to the weak and beggarly 
elements, whereunto ye desire again to be in bond- 
age’ You observe days, and months, and times, 
and years. I am afraid of you, lest I have be- 
stowed upon you labor in vain,’ Gal. 4: 9-11. 

The Galatians were already observing certain 
Jewish festivals, and there was danger that they 
would go all the way and even accept cireum- 
cision. For that reason Paul exhorts them, 
“Stand fast therefore in the liberty wherewith 
Christ hath made us free, and be not entangled 
again with the yoke of bondage. Behold, I Paul 
say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ 
shall profit you nothing. For I testify again to 


every man that is circumcised that he is a debtor 
to do the whole law. Christ is become of no effect 
unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the 
law: ye are fallen from grace,” Gal. 5: 1-4. 

Lenski writes, “But is Paul’s statement true? 
The Judaizers did not give up Christ, and did not 
ask the Galatians to do so. They merely mixed 
the Gospel with their Mosaic legalism, and asked 
the Galatians to do the same. Yet Christ can- 
not be halved. Remove a fraction of Christ and 
the entire profit or benefit of Christ is lost. One 
may mean ever so well when doing this, the result 
is fatal none the less, Many fail to see this, 
although it is most obvious. Stand on Christ with 
both feet, and you are safe. Place one foot on 
something else, that something else gives way, 
and you fall. Christ is the entire bridge; on him 
you may cross safely. But if one foot of that 
bridge is made of something else, the whole bridge 
collapses. Here is a case of either all or none; 99 
per cent Christ plus 1 per cent anything clse is 
just as fatal as no per cent of Christ. All the 
saving power lics in Him alone, and no less than 
all of it saves.” 

The Galatians were endangering their state 
of grace, If under these circumstances they would 
accept circumcision — which was otherwise a mat- 
ter of indifference, a matter of Christian liberty 
— they would eventually lose Christ and fall from 
grace; for this error like yeast in a dough would, 
if carried out consistently, overthrow all that they 
had hitherto believed of Christ. 

Resist the beginnings! that was the warning 
of Paul. 

Paul was confident that the Galatians would 
not be led astray by the Judaizers, but would re- 
main faithful to Christ. Then abruptly turning 
against the Judaizers, he said, “He that troubleth 
you shall bear his judgment, whosoever he be,” 
Gal. 5:10. God Himself would be his judge. 


Colossians 

In Colossians the Apostle warns against a 
sclé-styled philosophy or gnosis which detracted 
from the person and work of Christ. It appears 
as though certain Judaizers who had combined 
their Christianity with a Rabbinical theosophy and 
extravagant asceticism and a rigid observance of © 
Jewish festivals were thus endangering the simple 
faith of the Colossian Christians. Lightfoot in 
his Commentary on Colossians has labored zeal- 
ously to prove that in the Colossian heresy there 
was an approach to the Cerinthian Christology, 
and yet he admits that the Gnosticism of the 
Colossians was very vague and undeveloped. 

Here we would warn against expanding the 
words of Paul and finding in them a reference to 
the Gnosticism of the second century. The same 
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mistake is made by those who carefully examine 
the words of Paul and find in them a reference 
to the so-called mystery-religions and then insist 
that Paul received his theology from these mys- 
tery-religions. 

Following Zahn’s Introduction to the New 
Testament Dr. Lenski says, “The Judaizers did 
not demand circumcision, they only regarded it 
as superior. They advocated some Jewish observ- 
ances but only those in line with their other ideas 
about earthly things, which they deemed detri- 
mental to the soul. They were not Gnostic, did 
not depreciate Christ, but did reduce Christ’s work 
and its blessed effects for His followers, — they 
regarded themselves to be His true followers. .. . 
Their idea was not that of acquiring merit by a 
kind of work-righteousness, which was the idea 
of the other Judaizers that we know; but they 
entertained the notion that by fasting and by re- 
fraining we are to supplement and complete our- 
selves the deliverance Christ wrought for us, 
without which supplement we would after all be 
lost. The other Judaizers claimed to go back to 
the original, genuine Christianity, which in their 
view Paul had liberalized and emasculated in the 
interest of the Gentiles. These Colossian Judaizers 
claimed to have an advanced Christianity, Paul’s 
being a back number, an inferior, imperfect 
article.” 

Having put the Colossians on their guard and 
having exhorted them to remain in the faith, Paul 
says, “Beware lest any man spoil you through 
philosophy and vain deceit after the tradition of 
men, after the rudiments of the world, and not 
after Christ. For in Him dwelleth all the full- 
ness of the Godhead bodily. And ye are compiete 
in Him, which is the head of all principality and 
power: in whom also ye are circumcised with the 
circumcision made without hands, in putting off 
the body of the sins of the flesh by the circum- 
cision of Christ,” Col. 2: 8-11. 

The Judaizers claimed that their philosophy 
completed Christian faith and life. Paul, how- 
ever, showed that in Christ the Colossians were 
already complete, that is, “made full” and there- 
fore did not need a superior philosophy to fill them 
to the brim. He also told the Colossians that they 
had a far superior circumcision in connection with 
Christ than the mere fleshly circumcision. The 
Judaizers merely cut off a little skin; but the cir- 
cumcision of Christ, the circumcision made with- 
out hands (the Sacrament of Baptism is meant), 
effected the “putting off the body of the sins of 
the flesh.” Being “buried with Christ in Bap- 
tism,” the Colossian Christians had risen with 
Him; for He had quickened them from the death 
of sin, forgiving them all their sins. 


Since Christ had triumphed over principalities 
and powers, Paul told the Colossians (2:16. 17). 
not to permit any one to judge them, to usurp 
judicial authority over them, dictating to them 
anything regarding meat, drink, holy days, new 
moons, and Sabbath days. “If ye be dead with 
Christ from the rudiments of the world, why as 
though living in the world, are je subject to 
ordinances, (Touch not; taste not; handle not; 
which all are to perish with the using) after the 
commandments and doctrines of men? Which 
things have indeed a show of wisdom in arbitrarily 
chosen worship and humility and the unsparing 
treatment of the body, which have no value in the 
satisfying of the flesh,” Col, 2: 18-23. 

The Colossians did not regard such rites and 
ceremonies necessary to salvation; but because 
of their asceticism, because they were so severe 
and unsparing to their body, they claimed to have 
a far superior Christianity. , 

Philippians 

In the third chapter of Philippians Paul uses 
extremely strong language and calls the Juda- 
izers exceedingly harsh names, and yet he was 
in this respect merely following the example of 
Vas who spoke of “ravening wolves,” Matt. 


. The Apostle writes, “Beware of dogs, beware 
of evil workers, beware of the concision. For 
we are the circumcision, which worship God in 
spirit, and rejoice in Christ Jesus, and have no 
confidence in the flesh,” Phil. 3:2. 3. Note how 
Paul uses stronger and stronger language as the 
Judaizers in spite of all admonition persisted in 
their opposition to the truth. Because they had 
confidence in the flesh, in their external circum- 
cision and observance of the ceremonial law, Paul 
calls them “dogs,” which undoubtedly refers to 
their uncleanness in returning to their vomit. 
(Cf. 2 Pet. 2:22.) He calls them “evil workers” 
as he had called them “deceitful workers” in 2 
Cor. 11:13. The term “concision” or “mutila- 
tion” (cf. Gal. 5:22) was to distinguish them 
from the true circumcision of Christ. 

But the Apostle goes even further. “For 
many walk, of whom I have told you often, and 
now tell you cven weeping, that they are the 
enemies of the cross of Christ; whose end is 
destruction, whose god is their belly, and whose 
glory is in their shame, who mind earthly things,” 
Phil. 3:18. 19. 

Dr. Lenski writes, “It breaks Paul’s heart to 
know how many of these errorists are abroad 
disturbing the Church; tears come to his eyes 
as he now characterizes them anew. Verse 2 is 
full of indignation, verse 18 full of pain. “The 
enemies of the cross of Christ’ is exact; for the 
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Judaizers claimed to believe in Christ Jestis (Acts 
15:5 — which is often overlooked), even also in 
His cross; but their legalism nullified the atone- 
ment and the justifying effects of the cross (Gal. 
5:2and4). The worst enemies of ‘the cross’ are 
not those who object to a crucified Savior, but 
those who deny that the cross and the sacrifice 
of Christ alone justify and save the sinner.” 

Paul says that their end is destruction. - Be- 
cause the Judaizers in spite of all admonition per- 
sisted in their error, they were destroying them- 
selves and sealing their doom. Ina physical sense 
they made their belly their god demanding only 
kosher food, but that was not all. Instead of 
heing slaves of the Lord Jesus Christ and render- 
ing slave-like obedience to His Word, they fol- 
lowed the dictates of their own sinful flesh. They 
were earthly minded and glorified in that which 
was in reality their shame. 

The Pastoral Enistles 

In the Pastoral Epistles Paul refers to Juda- 
izers who devoted their time “to fables and end- 
less genealogies” and who “having swerved have 
turned aside unto vain jangling; desiring to be 
teachers of the law, understanding neither what 
they say, nor whereof they affirm,’ I Tim. 1:4. 
6.7. Cf. I Tim. 6:20; Tit. 1: 10-16. 

Some maintain that these errorists were Juda- 
izing Gnostics. Gnosticism, however, was of a 
somewhat later date and belongs to the end of the 
first and to the beginning of the second century. 
These errorists claimed to be teachers of the law; 
but by applying their nonsense about the Mosaic 
law to Christians, they were merely confusing 
Christians in the proper understanding of the law 
in its relation to the Gospel. Timothy should there- 
for “CHARGE SOME THAT THEY TEACH 
NO OTHER DOCTRINE” than that which they 
had learned from Paul, and to pay no attention 
to the vain babblings of Jewish legalists. 


Who Were the Judaizers in the 
Apostolic Age? 

In Jerusalem the Judaizers are expressly called 
“Delievers.” At Antioch they taught that circum- 
cision and the observance of the ceremonial law 
were necessary to salvation. Here at Antioch 
Peter also for a time became a Judaizer in practice 
and by his conduct gave countenance to this 
grievous error. The Galatian Judaizers seem also 
to have upheld the same error. Other Judaizers 
Doasted of having a superior Christianity, a 
philosophy which they claimed was more advanced 
than the simple Christianity of Paul. Finally, 
there were those who by their foolish teaching 
regarding the law were confusing Christians re- 


garding the true nature of the law in its relation 


to the Gospel. 
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IT IS ALTOGETHER WRONG 
LUMP ALL JUDAIZERS TOGETHER. 

Some who strayed from the truth in their 
ignorance and weakness are expressly called “be- 
lievers.” But others persisted in the denial of the 
truth in spite of all Apostolic testimony and ad- 
monition, It is to the latter, who professed the 
Christian faith but erred in the doctrine of justifi- 
cation or at least endangered that Scriptural doc- 
trine, that Paul applied such strong words. 

The assertion that the Judaizers were not 
Christians at all — using the term in the wider 
sense — is therefore not only an assumption, but 
a false assumption. 


TO 


@ The False Argumentation 
and Rationalism of the 
Statementarians 

Ilogical Reasoning 

Dr. Geiseman insists that in Rom. 16, 17 St. 
Paul had the Judaizers in mind. This major 
premise of the Statementarians, that Rom. 16, 17 
must be restricted to the Judaizers, is mere as- 
sumption, since neither the text nor the context 
says anything of the Judaizers. 

Dr. Geiseman insists furthermore that the 
Judaizers were not Christians, for, as he claims, 
the Judaizers “denied the full validity of Christ’s 
atoning sacrifice.” This is simply not true of all 
Judaizers, as we have shown above. Some, it is 
true, expressly denied the doctrine of justification 
by faith alone, but others merely endangered the 
confession of that truth by their teaching or by 
their conduct (the latter was the case with Peter 
at Antioch). The minor premise of the State- 
mentarians is therefore only half true. 

Scund logic does not permit a valid conclusion 
to be drawn from a major premise which is a 
mere assumption and from a minor premise which 
is only half true. Hence the conclusion of the 
Statementarians, as stated by Dr, Geiseman, 
“sound theological scholarship dare not exfend 
this Bible passage to Christians who believe in 
Christ as the God-man who died to save them 
from their sins and who serve Him as their be- 
loved Redeemer” is a false conclusion. 

The whole argumentation of the Statementar- 
ians violates the law of logical reasoning, 

But in the conclusion, as stated by Dr. Geise- 
man, there is also a false implication. The Juda- 
izers did not deny that Christ the God-man died 
to save them from their sins. They merely in- 
sisted that circumcision and the observance of the 
ceremonial law were not matters of Christian 
liberty, as taught by the Apostles. 

But dare we say of the Judaizers that they 
served Christ as their beloved Redeemer? In this 


body,” Matt. 26:26, as it reads. 
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question we touch the very heart of the whole 
Statementarian position and here we also see the 
rationalism of the Statementarians. 

Rationalism Pure and Simple | 

The Unitarians will not take the word, “This 
is the true God,” I John 5:20, as it reads. The 
Reformed will not take the word, “This is my 
Thus likewise 
the Statementarians will not take the word, “Mark 
them which cause divisions and offenses contrary 
to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid 
them,” Rom. 16:17, as it reads. 

Instead of being slaves of Christ, rendering 
unquestioning obedience to this command of God 
as u reads, the Statementarians insist on inter- 
preting this command according to their precon- 
ceived rationalism. Their contention that Rom. 
16:17 dare not be applied to Christians rests 
principally on the false rationalistic axiom that 
Christians cannot be belly-servers, or, as Dr. Brux 
put if, “We cannot call them Christians and in 
the same breath say, ‘They serve not the Lord 
Jesus Christ, but their own belly” (Christian 
Prayer Fellowship and Unionism, p. 47.) 

To refute this rationalism let us state, in the 
first place, that Paul does not deny that the Juda- 
izers were “servants of Christ,” but he claimed 
to be a servant of Christ in a higher measure, 
for he was a “slave of Christ.” (II Cor. 11:23; 
Gal. 1:10. See above!) 

In the second place, we would state that if the 
rationalistic axiom, that Christians do not serve 
their own belly, were true, then the Apostle Paul 
was not a Christian, for he says of himself that 
he was serving Christ according to his spiritual 
nature and sin according to his carnal nature. 
Here are his words: “So then with the mind I 
myself serve the law of God; but with the flesh 
the law of sin,’ Rom, 7:25. (The Greek word 
uscd for “serve” is dowlentoo, to act the part of 
a slave; it is the same word used in Rom. 16: 18.) 


Belly-Servers 


In Rom, 16:17. 18 God tells us that those who 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to Apostolic 
doctrine (this is done by every persistent devia- 
tion from the clear Word of God; also this clear 
Word of God, Rom. 16:17. 18) serve their own 
belly. 

“To obey is better than sacrifice, and to 
hearken than the fat of rams,” I Sam. 15:22. 
And we may also add: to obey is better than 
unionistic worship. It is true, even those Chris- 
tians who disobey the command of God, Rom. 
16:17, may be serving Christ in a certain sense 
and yet how many are not in their disobedience 


serving their own carnal nature? Again and again - 


we are told that by fellowshiping with the adher- 
ents of false doctrine we have a wonderful oppor- 
tunity to set them straight by confessing the 
truth and by bearing testimony to Christ. But 
how much truth is actually confessed on such 
occasions? Does it not happen again and again 
and again that on such occasions truth is either 
not confessed at all, or confessed only in a half- 
hearted and colorless manner so as not to offend 
the gainsayers? Are those truths on which there 
may be a difference of opinion not studiously 
avoided as a rule? And how many in practicing 
unionism do not seek their own glory instead of 
God’s glory? They want to be hailed as charit- 
able and broadminded and thus seek the praise 
of men instead of the praise of God. 
Belly-service usually goes hand in hand with 
unionism. Men would rather serve and obey 
their carnal, illogical rationalism than be siaves. 
of Christ and take the Word of God as it reads. 


God’s Judgment on All Persistent Errorists 


In Rom. 16:18 we have God’s judgment on 
all persistent errorists. 

In the Chureh of Christ God’s Word should 
reign supreme. [every deviation from the Word 
of God — even in the least point; also this point 
— is strictly prohibited. “Charge some that they 
teach no other doctrine,’ I Tim, 1:3. “Tf any 
man speak, let him speak as the oracles of God,” 
IT Pet. 4:11. “Fle that hath my word, let him 
speak my word faithfully,” Jer. 23:28. 

All errorists, inasmuch and in so far as they 
deny any truth of God’s Word are ministers of 


Satan, serving not God but the devil, the father 
of lies. All errorists, inasmuch and in so far as. 


they teach contrary to God’s Word, are false 
apostles; for they have not been sent by God. 
(Cf. Jer. 14:14.) All errorists who in any man- 
ner nullify the justifying effect of the cross, 
especially those who in spite of all admonition 
persist in their deviation from divine truth, are 
the enemies of Christ. That is true also of those 
who hold that Christ died for our sins and who 
speak of justification by faith alone; for error 
which depreciates the redemption of Christ in 
any manner makes the cross of Christ of none 
effect. That such erring Christians in spite of 
such faith-subverting errors by a happy incon- 
sistency may remain in the faith is not due to the 
error which they uphold but to the truth which 
they still retain, All persistent errorists are under 
the anathema of God. 

That is God’s judgment on all persistent 
errorists. 

Deviating from the Word of God is not such 
a trivial and insignificant matter, It is a damnable 
sin which invokes God’s wrath and punishment. 
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And “he that biddeth him (that transgresseth) 
Godspeed is partaker of his evil deeds,” 2 John 11. 
Brethren, let us be on our guard, lest that 
by any means, when we have preached to others, 
we ourselves should be castaways, I Cor. 9: 27. 
Tuo. Dierks, S. T. D. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Feted European Theologians 

Several European theologians have been invited 
to make trips to America during the past year or 
so. “Some of them have also been wined and 
dined at St. Louis and other Missouri Synod 
centers. The impression goes out that these men 
are staunch and orthodox Lutherans, who differ 
from us only in minor matters of interpretation, 
and, after the old slogan, day by day, in every 
way, are getting better and better. The following 
paragraphs will present a few facts regarding 
some of these men which are commonly over- 
looked, 


Dr. Hans Asmussen 

Dr, Hans Asmussen visited America at the 
turn of the year, at which time he was Chancellor 
of IEKiD (Lévangelical Church in Germany). His 
article “On Leaving America” appeared in The 
National Lutheran, March, 1948, We read on 
page 16: “I wish for the Lutheran Church in 
America that she may become more and more of 
a Church. We believe that the Church is the 
body of Christ... the church is to be the Body 
of Christ. For the Lutheran Church in 
America it would mean that all her parts might 
soon find the way to each other, that Christendom 
here and in other lands would know we belong 
together.” Here we have the familiar attempt to 
deal with the visible Church in terms which apply 
only to the invisible Church. : 

Dr. Asmussen’s lecture “Shall Luther Be In- 
dicted by the Nuernberg Court” is presented in 
translation in The Lutheran Outlook of July, L948, 
In speaking of the relation between Church and 
State he makes some strange remarks: “When 
the Church fails to bring her influence to bear 
on the interpretation of the Commandments, which 
the State incorporates into its laws, the two king- 
doms fall apart. The State then becomes account- 
able only to itself. Nothing any longer stands in 
the way for it to consider itself a divine entity 
that is inviolable and unimpeachable. This error 
has without doubt been dominant in the Evan- 
gelical Church — in the Lutheran as well as in the 
Reformed — through many decades. It has done 


great harm and is not guiltless of the history of 
Hitler. But one thing is certain: Luther and 
Lutheran confessional writings are guiltless on 
his count... . The second error is this: If the 
Church is quite satisfied with only the civic ful- 
fillment of the Commandments, if through her 
preaching of repentance and faith she is not the 
one divine disturbing factor in the nation which 
keeps the whole citizenry from coming to rest in 
its own self-sufficiency and self-satisfaction, (4. ¢., 
is the conscience of the nation and society), then 
the civi) sphere takes on an unjustifiedly weighty 
importance. Situations then arise in which it ts 
left to the religious needs of the individual 
whether he wants to hear anything of repentance 
and faith, of Christ’s righteousness and sacrifice. 
Then the secular, civil life becomes the real and 
actual, and the spiritual, churchly life merely an 
appendage, which one may have or not have just 
as he wishes. This false road has actually been 
taken. And the Church has allowed itself to be 
drawn on this way. The Church life, ¢. g., as 
it obtains in North America rests on this view- 
point.” (P. 201.) “I assert that those who 
occupy an official position in the Church have the 
office of watchmen, which they may well learn of 
Luther, whether their name be Wurm, Chichester, 
Niemoeller, Dibelius, Kocchlin, Asmussen or Karl 
Barth. And I affirm that they have opportunity 
cnough to fully exercise this office of watchman. 
For since 1945 enough has occurred and still occurs 
which does not at all accord with the divine Com- 
mandments.” (P. 203.) Clearly, the doctor mis- 
conceives the Church’s mission. 


Dr. Anders Nygren 

Dr. Anders Nygren of Sweden, President of 
the Lutheran World Federation, wrote “Reflec- 
tions in Connection with a Visit in America” for 
The National Lutheran of September, 1948. The 
reflections are not penetrating, but consist largely 
of generalizations. He says that American 
churches have “more than others become conscious 
that unity does not come by ignoring differences 
but rather by solving them from within.” (BP. 7.) 
We wish that this were true. The professor hopes 
“in the next few decades to sce a revival in Lu- 
theran theology in America. When German, 
American, and Scandinavian theology stand 
united, the Lutheran Church will stand firmly 
in the world.” (P. 8.) The professor scems to 
think that when the various Lutheran theologies 
are pooled, cach making its “special contribution,” 
things will be wonderful. Differences will, of 
course, not be “ignored,” but they will have to 
be tolerated. Dr. Nygren’s theology is that of 
the Lutheran World Federation as pronounced at 
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the Lund convention. 
theran, 1947, p. 94.) 

Dr. Nygren has an article, “The Way to Chris- 
tian Unity,” in The Lutheran of September 22, 
1948, in which he expresses some acceptable senti- 
ments. But he does not seem to be certain of 
his ground, and of the truth of confessional Lu- 
theran theology. For he continues: “Just as we 
Lutherans cannot give up any of the truth which 
has been given to us and recognized by us, so we 
hope that other Christian churches will hold to 
their convictions. We are not masters of the 
truth who can modify it or dispose of it. We are 
servants of the truth.” (P. 15-16.) “We all 
have one and the same Gospel, but we have not 
all understood it in one and the same way. But 
it is not a matter of indifference how we under- 
stand the Gospel. Only if we take seriously our 
various confessional attitudes do we take seriously 
the Gospel itself... . During the coming decades 
we may expect to witness renewed conversations 
among the various Confessions, but their purpose 
will not be to correct one another, but rather to 
help one another understand the Gospel more 
thoroughly.” (P. 15.) “Only through the Gos- 
pel and through the understanding of the Gospel 
shall we find the way to unity among Christians.” 
(P. 17.) The article forces us to classify Dr. 
Nygren as a Fundamentalist with Lutheran lean- 
ings. 


Archbishop Aleksi E. Lehtonen 


Another leading figure of “world Lutheranism” 
is Archbishop Aleksi E. Lehtonen, primate of 
the Lutheran Church of Finland, We find a 
Religious News Service picture and story in the 
Lutheran Standard of August 7, p. 11, in which 
we are informed that the Archbishop and his 
wife were at Canterbury Cathedral, England, 
recently. They “took part in the opening service 
of the Lambeth Conference of the Anglican 
Church, which was the first for 18 years and which 
lasted six weceks.”’ It seems that the affinity of the 
Scandinavian Lutherans for the Anglican com- 
munion continues. 


(Cf. Confessional Lu- 


Gerstenmaier — Niemoeller — 
Lilje — Staehlin 


Concerning the theological profession of Dr, 
Teugen Gerstenmaier (who three years ago is said 
to have sworn that the Reformed would triumph 
only over his dead body) we have previously re- 
ported. He turns out to be a “World-protestant.” 
(Confessional Lutheran, 1948, pp. 105 to 109.) 
Likewise concerning Pfarrer Martin Niemoeller. 
(1947, p. 120; 1946, p. 86.) Likewise concerning 
Bishop Hanns Lilje. (1947, p. 107.) We have 
also reported how complete the Lutheran-Re- 


formed confusion is in the German state churches, 
in the words of Bishop Staehlin (1947, p. 108). 


Meiser and VELED 


By the time this reaches our readers, Bishop 
Hans Meiser of Bavaria, President of the 
VELKD (United Evangelical Lutheran Church of 
Germany) will have returned to Germany from 
his American visit. He addressed students and 
other groups of various Lutheran bodies, having 
been invited by the National Lutheran Council 
and the Lutheran Church — Missouri Synod to 
make the American tour. (Lutheran Outlook, 


October, 1948, p. 312; The Lutheran, October 20, 


1948, p. 40.) Bishop Meiser was hailed as the 
firmest Lutheran leader among provincial German 
churchmen. But as early as 1947 the Confessional 
Lutheran (p. 118) was able to point out that any 
hope that the Lutheran Church in Germany would 
take a firm stand (under Meiser’s leadership) 
was unfounded. The VELKD was supposed to 
be the Lutheran block within the all-inclusive 
EKID (Evangelical Church in Germany; com- 
posed of Lutherans, Reformed, and United). But 
the Lutherans submitted to a very disappointing 
solution of the question of the Lord’s Supper, 
which had naturally been troubling EKiD. We 
append the news account of this Lord’s Supper 
controversy. 

“Eisenach, Germany. — Conservative Lu- 
theranism gained a signal victory for its doctrinal 
position on the sacrament of Holy Communion at 
the meeting here of the Evangelical Church in 
Germany (EKID). 

“After four days’ discussion of the issue, an 
article was written into the new constitution of 
I-KID which provides for ‘a common Lord’s Sup- 
per upon mutual agreement.’ In other words, the 
question of who shall commune is Icft to the 
individual Land [provincial] Churches, as is the 
current practice. 

“Members of the Confessing Church led by 
Dr. Martin Niemoeller argued in favor of com- 
pletely unrestricted mutual participation in Holy 
Communion. This proposal was opposed, how- 
ever, by a group headed by Bishop Hans Meiser 
of Bavaria, president of the newly-organized 
United Evangelical Lutheran Church of Germany. 

“Bishop Meiser’s group insisted that the de- 
cisions of the second Treysa conference of the 
Evangelical Church in Germany, held in June of 
1947, should be respected. At Treysa it was 
agreed that ‘evangelical church members are not 
to be excluded from the Lord’s Supper if they 
belong to another confession within the EKID/ 

“”.. While it would seem to provide for un- 
restricted participation in Holy Communion, its 
practical application was intended only in cases 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


151 


of ‘dire extremity. For example, if a church 
member was dying and was not able to reccive the 
Lord’s Supper from his own denomination.” 

“Tt was pointed out here that refugees of the 
Reformed faith are often admitted to the Lord’s 
Supper of Lutherans, but Lutheran churchmen at 
the sessions were opposed to having the practice 
validated through a constitutional provision in 


EKID.” (The Lutheran Outlook, August, 1948, 
p. 255.) 


Part of the agreement referred to is reprinted 
in The Lutheran of August 25, 1948, p. 13. It 
reads: “Art. 4, par. 4: Concerning admission to 
the Lord’s Supper there is no complete agreement 
within the Evangelical Church in Germany. In 
many member churches the adherents of another 
confession recognized within the Iévangelical 
Church in Germany are admitted without condi- 
tions. In no member church will an adherent 
of one of the confessions recognized im the Ivan- 
gelical Church in Germany be denied admission 
to the Lord’s Supper, whenever admission is made 
imperative by a sense of spiritual obligation to- 
ward the soul of the individual concerned or by 
conditions within the congregation. In cach case 
this will not affeet the regular church membership 
of the person concerned or the regulations con- 
cerning general church discipline.” 

Analyzing these matters from any viewpoint 
whatsocver, it remains a mystery how the result 
can be interpreted as a “signal viciory’ for Lu- 
theranism. The agreement on paper concedes 
practically all points to the Reformed, and the 
agreement in practice will simply be an extension 
of the confusion of the past. 

Of significance is the fact that Dr. Hanns 
Lilje was appointed “deputy” to Bishop Meiser 
as President of the VELKD. (The Lutheran, 
August 4, 1948, p. 4.) 

EKiD Essentially a Church Body 

But, some will insist, all this does not indicate 
a wavering stand on the part of the Lutherans, 
because the status of the EKiD has been decided. 
It is nota “church,” but a “federation.” We an- 
swer that the “federation” as a matter of fact has 
the essential powers of an organized “churely’ 
body. Lutheran Herald of August 3, 1948, p. 
736, says: “The establishment of this status, how- 
ever, which was the demand of Lutheran 
Churches, still does not completely clarify the or- 
ganizational relationship of the Churches in 
Germany. 

“The new IEKiD constitution declares that the 
Evangelical Church is a ‘bund’ of Lutheran, Re- 
formed, and United Churches, and that it ‘respects 
the principles and confessions of the menther 
Churches,’ However, legislation by the : three 
Church groups and the EKiD ‘must not conflict.’ 


“The document, consisting of — thirty-four 
articles of ‘basic orders,’ invest unusually broad 
powers in the federation. 

“The EKiD council, conference, and synod will 
he responsible ‘for the scientific and practical 
training of the clergy, as well as their economic 
benefits and legal status; for raising church levies ; 
for church property; for standardized titles; and 
for church archives and statistics.” The Ei<iD 
also may issue legal decrees affecting member 
Churches.” 


What of Missouri’s Influence? 

After three years of communication with 
Ikurope, Missouri Synod influence on the practical 
church life of the German provincial churches 
must be put down as negligible. This is not an 
attack on anyone’s honest intentions or motives ; 
it is simply a statement of fact. It is a fact that 
the VIELED lock, stock and barrel, has gone over 
into the camp of IKiD, and with the National 
Lutheran Council imto the Lutheran World 
Federation. It is not in our camp, 

In the meantime, the N. L. C. high command 
is busy cementing its “world-Lutheran’’ relations, 
as is indicated in The Lutheran of September 15, 
p. 8: “From the World Council sessions in 
Amsterdam, seven American Lutherans went to 
Germany. They spoke last week at three study 
conferences arranged by German churchmen, 

“Among the lecturers were Dr. Paul [mpie 
of the National Lutheran Council, Dr. O. Fred- 
erick Nolde of Philadelphia Seminary and Dr. 
Abdel Ross Wentz of Gettysburg Seminary, Dr. 
Paul C. Nyhold of Trinity Seminary in Blair, 
Nebraska, Dr. Clarence C. Stoughton of the U. 
L. C. Stewardship Department, Dr. P. O. Bersell 
of the Augustana Church, and Dr. Bernhard 
Christensen. 

“One group of visiting churchmen attended 
the Marienburg Festival near Hannover on Sep- 
tember 5, spoke in Hannover on September 6, and 
at Hermannsburg on September 7-8. Another 
group attended the Evangelical Week in Flens- 
burg.” 

World Council Evaluations — Dr. Bersell 

Dr. P. O. Bersell, President of the Augustana 
Lutheran Church, was official delegate to the 
Amsterdam sessions of the W. C. C. The Lu- 
theran Outlook summarizes his evaluation in the 
October issue (p. 320). We quote partially: 
“Stating that the agreements reached ‘were very 
much toned down,’ he said that capitalism, com- 
munis, nazism, bolshevism, and all the varied 
forms of totalitarianism ‘were handled with “kid 
gloves” and the world has yet to hear what the 
united Christian stand is.’ 


“ “Amsterdam,” he observed, ‘failed to sound 
a clarion call to peoples, nations and governments 
on the basis of “it is written” in God’s Word and 
thus failed to a large extent to give relevant and 
definite guidance to a world in trouble.’ 

“Dr. Bersell further noted that the World 
Council ‘is as yet far from being a true democracy 
in its operation and procedures.’ He said parlia- 
mentary procedures were almost totally lacking in 
the plenary sessions of the assembly, that an 
oligarchy was virtually in full control of all 
actions, and that a handful of men determined all 
elections and appointments. . 


“Dr. Bersell also praised the World Council 
for retaining its Christological basis, for negating 
any intention of trying to become a super-church, 
for amending its constitution to provide for con- 
fessional representation, and for the ‘inestimable 
value’ of material prepared by the various study 
commissions.” 


Dr. Wentz 


The Lutheran of October 27, 1948, p. 38, car- 
ried the following report: “Hagerstown, Mary- 
land — ‘The greatest event in world history since 
the Protestant Reformation’ was the way Dr. 
Abdel Ross Wentz, president of Gettysburg Theo- 
logical Seminary, described the World Council of 
Churches at Amsterdam when he addressed over 
1,000 persons at a meeting sponsored by the 
Washington County Council of Churches held in 
St. John’s Church here. 

“Dr. Wentz cited five rays of promise that 
flashed from Amsterdam upon the sky of the 
future: 

“1, Amsterdam proved that differences in 
denominations are far less important than the 
common faith in Christ as God. 

2. Amsterdam recognized that when denomi- 
nations share with one another their spiritual 
treasures, all are richer and none poorer. 

“3. Amsterdam demonstrated that men and 
women of all ages, denominations, nations and 
tongues can worship, witness and work together. 

“4. Amsterdam insisted that Christians must 
not identify the Christian gospel with any partic- 
ular economic order or political theory. 

“5. Amsterdam created an organization 
through which Christians of the world may. study, 
speak, stand and_ serve together, multiplying 
friendships and dispelling misunderstandings.” 


Reinhold Niebuhr 


Reinhold Niebuhr reports on “The Amsterdam 
Achievements” in The Lutheran of September 29, 
1948. Snatches from the report: “I should like 
to call attention to one interesting contrast of the 
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Assembly, between the wide diversity of opinion 
upon the nature of the Church and the tremendous 
degree of agreement upon its function in socicty. 
... That there is no agreement at all upon the 
essence of the Church... . That consensus was, 
politically speaking, so far left of center (at least 
the American center), that it will shock many 
Americans. It may also do them good.” (P. 12.) 


The “Christian Century” 


Reports in the Christian Century throughout 
the year have been generally favorable, especially 
to any achievements of Amsterdam in the direc- 
tion of the Social Gospel. Some of the criticism 
in this journal had teeth, however. In January 
it had spoken of the “petty bickerings among the 
‘top brass’ as to who is to draw the free trips to 
Holland.” In October it drew in a little quotation 
from Gilbert and Sullivan: 


“Bishops in their shovel hats 
Were plentiful as tabby cats, 
In point of fact, too many.” 


Five-sixths of the expense of the Amsterdam 
assembly was paid for by Americans. 


Our Own Conclusion 


Lutherans were supposed to have gone to 
Amsterdam as a mighty bloc, to make their “voice 
heard.” Our reading of numerous reports on the 
Amsterdam assembly has not revealed a single 
DISTINCTIVELY LUTHERAN DOCTRINE 
io have been impressed by the Lutherans. The 
Lutherans seem to have been satisfied to go along 
with the other Fundamentalists. What we said 
concerning “conservative unionism” (May, 1948, 
p. 59) applies here. 

A. V. Kuster. 


@® On the Eve of Christmas 


To all of our readers we wish a most blessed 
Christmas. We include them in our petition as 
we make the collect for peace our prayer on the 
eve of this great festival — O God, from whom 
all holy desires, all good counsels, and all just 
works do proceed, give unto Thy servants that 
peace which the world cannot give, that our heart 
may be set to obey Thy commandments, and also 
that by Thee, we, being defended from the fear 
of our enemies, may pass our time in rest and 
quietness; through the merits of Jesus Christ, 
our Savior, who liveth and reigneth with Thee 
and the Holy Ghost, ever one God, blessed for- 
evermore. Amen. 


The Confessional Lutheran and its staff. 


